FLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Commente by Isesue and Response

Issue: 12-1 Balance of Multiple-uses

If offacial pelicy 18 to initiate professional management consistent with the published goals of sustainable ecosystems management then assume
responsibality for balancing multiple uses of public forests INCLUDING TIMBER PRODUCTION with landscape-wide similiar ecosystem needs on private
forest ownership The less economic benefits and the fewer tons of wood fiber harvested from national foreats, the more intensive and uglier private
The premise of managing public lands to emphasize aesthetie values and down play economics is the ultimate

Letter: 1614

forest management will inevitably become

NIMBY attitude
I endorse a significant shift in NF managewent away from the current levels of timber productioh to a level that better protects and promotes the

other NF resources Whereaps timber wall continue to be produced from the NF, I wish to see timber-related training and budget reflect a greater
degree of resource protection and monitoraing, so that timber can be produced with less environmental degrade than has occurred in the past

Letter. 1654 Thia forest 1s an artificial forest planted as a timber rescurce It has become a source of recreation for thousands and a harbor for wildlafe The
trarle do not negatavely impact the environment In fact they create fly ways for many birds

Letter: 1674 It 18 i1mportant that we recognize the importance of theae areas 1in maintaining a healthy population of native wildlife and suitable wilderness

habitat

Letter: 1632

Reasponsa: Comment noted

Letter: 1680 Our forests serve as havens for bicdiversity and as a natural control system for air guality To sacrifice this, as well as degrading sustainable

recreational use, for the sake of a high yield, short term, economic return 18 inconsistent with thoughtful land stewardship

Repponsa: Bee ELS appendix B for constrainte uesed wath all alternatives These ceonstralnts insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do
not wmpalr the leng term productivity of the land Thas is in acecordance with Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960

Letter: 150 Please consider the fact that Texas i1s known world-wide for it’s wild-west image, foreign tourist dollars are real, sustainable income
Responea: The F8 strives to maintain NFGT benefiting all mankind Tourists come to the NFGT for many reasons - camping, swamming, boating, hiaking, fishang,

hunting or just to relax  The EIS and Plan leck at these areas and, while not addressing touriste directly, attempts to provide NFGT everyone can

enjoy

Latter* 399 Far too much emphasis 18 placed on high paying joba that destroy the environment and make a select few rach

Response The EIS and Plan are not about jobs, but managing the land 1n an ecosystem manner

Letter: 1773 I was under the impression that the NF was for "public" use and xecreation Your so called "amportant decasion" (ORV ban) will ultimately force a lot

of retired, elderly, or widowed pecple to move back to the dangercua hustle and bustle of the bag citiea

Response ORVs have been adentified as a legitimate use of the NF It 18 definitely a recreational pursuit Our intention 18 to manage ORVe, to minimize

regource damage

Letter: 1620 All of us have a right to use Public land for recreatien I cannot believe the Forept Sexrvice blames ATV use for the problems your agency says the

foreats are encountering  What about clear cutting®?

Reppones: An ever increasing pepulation, demanding more and more hags generated more and more enviyonmental laws and regulations to prxotect the resources from

the increased use and environmental concerns Restricticns are implemented only to protect the resources and cother users
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'PLAN AND ‘E1S8 COMMENTS
Commants by Toune and Respocnea

Imsue, 12-1 Balance of Multiple—uses

Letter: 149 I am continudlly diesmayed sat ‘the shortage of places for people te gdo anfl ‘the ttimber priority the FS imn, =8 xpposed to reoreatiomal. Tt was supposed
to be "our*, the people%s Torest, not = corporate forest.

Letter: 346 Multiple use :management thes Tor ttoo long favored llegging, which effectwwvely rans other uses Ffor both pegple and smldinfe. Whrle USFKS 1= working to
protect neatroproal migrant dwtbatst — the NFS i rapidly ddestroyang it tthroagh poor lumber (tomber) mwammmensnt

Letter: 3838 Too wmuchemphabis 1s plated wn commodaty produckciecn

Letter. 388 'In the Draft management yilan s much emphagis 118 placed on commwodaty produtbion fuuch of wineh s d? dee gt )

Letter: 1223 Please do your best oo mmaneuver mmong those quack-eash selfish exploiters who don*t give a Flap about our children’s world.

Letter: 1235 Our bounden duty i1 to probect them, not rto allowwone tree to de cut.

Letter: 265 Our publac kands will dee the anly areas remaining that are wald or where we -can protect biodrversity.

Responsae: One of the purpopes «E -the B8 18 to supply timber INFare managed for rerewadle and rmon-renewabhle wesoupres whuch oaclade ™. . .bot oot lamited to
recreation, range, tmber, mymersls, watershed, witdltrFe and Tish, sand natural -sceniv, -scientifie, and beboc waluses .. withoot iwpairment of the
productavity of the land T{PLPMA Section 102 {c¢)}) MNational ‘parks and monuments swere created bto preserwe. There 13 no commodrty producticm im a
National Park. “The ‘NFGT @mue mpart wf -the ‘B3, not the mNps.

Letter: 233 At stresses the jprofiuction =f Torest products sat tthe expense of protecting the enveronment”s streams, sml, aldl:fe, old-growth tinber, and
bacdiveraity

Respaonss: Tou mke -some w=led poimte, it swemenber, tamber am ol only when & decimuon lbme been wade to pwmove tamkee Foe thlve Sensfat of the scosystes., Io
changrng ‘the tbax srtuadtaon, bine 2 an 1tem Congress wodld have o Imgislate

Latter: 1767 Trhe only tensfirhs from UEEE ko the county seems o dre ‘tinber profuction st this tame. Please do wuet take thos away by adopbing a poiicy of protection
anstead of prefucinon  What meeds protectang 2w or wlldlife ot our tonber. Thorsacse both Low enfrmcement bndget, timber productiom, continue to
#Haght SPB amid dlo ap many woptpmililsd hurnes ag poseible T tbélreve thess wesues are off mospt amport=nce o the cptyzens, tax payers, londowners, and
mghend] shuderts who regp tthe bemefot of tomber harvesbs

Responsw. The DT sppreciEien pour sapport

Lattar 2 Hlesse "Hagy Tough? and metamn tire "tombesr-Fomet” eopibeaess ffior ooy wast Tekas Forestbs.
Letter: 1570 "Thrs Dreft WP oo cowweelrty ordspted It zpoes onlly e aemees tho fche eiher modttmpdlee e,

Respotma: Himraesimng ‘temen a6 @A Hoarest mangganent thodl that can adinsece miltyples obgentoves, perltnonl=arly on prowvethng various types of wildizfe habatat. The
ML ol 1976 pexianes that e ®5 “yereomdie S multople ase = sistzomed yneld of the profiucts =od seremees dbtaneed thers from an acoordance wath
e IWIEYA of DOED, @md on pertielze, aecihnde oo o ot it Teoredtvon, mange, dowher, wabtesrdved, snldbyfe amd fash, and waldewness; and
dittemmme For menagement eystens, hemwestnng Jevells, aSnd procsdinwes. ™ Not proveiing fior sere devel of smkacred thiudser harvesting wonld pot us an
waadflstomn oo Hive Taw

Letter: 205 I uprdersbt=md the HF weme establnabed wath dhe medtogfe wee omeept on mmd,. Wbl ttns sodimdes the derwestsny of tosber. T . . feel 1t 28 good for
the swmmounding ermpmmies

Letber: S#S fop-ospeamptiove see of peibloe lsnde must be goyven prososty

Letter: 01243 LIet's prt the moltwyl e-mse back aobe o fovest.,

Tettars 1302 Let's shep thos sodesns on coeedcty peedectamm (onl, ges, tember, owexzang) =md began menssfingy ©hese mataenal forests and grassland as 1ustructed by
Nepow wilibypie moe meomgement  Pesbaps you bave Somgrebten Sot dfhers are waludile reommeen on these Ramds, Idike wnldizfe and old growth

Rexprmwe: NFs e Mmasaped for venewdble and nomrenewsblle resmmroes which moelnde St oot 1imited te recreation, m=oge, tinber, mimerals, watershed, wildlife

Zmd Fosth, =od matewral soeme, scentafie, @pd instoric waloes. . oottt oopenrment oof the gerenductromty of the Dand. . .7 in accordance with FLEMA
Bertamm 103 {<) .
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Insue: 12-1
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PLAN AND ETS CHNETNIS
Tomesnts Iy Iswce apd Responss

Balance of Muliiple-nses

Folta-mer carmot be logked at an a3 vacoem culy withdn the borders of = #F. The HF most be wgwed o 631 the gaps 1 the regional landuse, i.e. if there
were mot so mch privete land need for meximum tSofber prodoction dien the mole of the NF in Baet Texss should copsider ttivber production as beang one
of the more important fnnotions., HAowever, siooe there 23 xbtense Linier predocitoon on prosdtes Tands, apd 1attie copsyderation gives toward biological
diwersditty, I feel that it as imperatiee tiwt s new Temecgemedt gpl=n stress tiese reguomall deficiect moes T=tier than ‘ticber production.

o 1Fs were set smde for NULTTEIE meses, bot this dreft plan sewoms tom e wrbitiben For et oese o oonr Torests 2 a o daty.

I hbeflzeve we have too long placed more empbesin on tHinter and ezl predoition on oor W ten on eonserw=tuon of those ecospstens. Once these are

I feel that too much hes been dowmted to e re@uctoy - .. 0E Wt el o recrestion amd wildlife pressreation.
Thre propoeed SeomgoTeet FiAn pleces o medh smiteeiz an heroesting trindeer 2 @ Tesooyoe, =0 2w =nmngh oh EoEging this pulblic land for mwiltiple
e,
A meemmit ewrrvesy vrwed] v amporaty off X woibere seott mnmed] nwese off oor finsets | W e ol of Y X oand Nationsl Porest Services justifyimg their
Yadins by cxiteraty onlly to tie forest ooygpennes” henedit.
Tt 2o omporitar: o rensdeer that oor ool Someests are oot Txrws.  They e mesmt to de eguoged by evorpore ot just used Sor profat by a few-
"Thee arropyureall e of e Nettomresll, Reaeesths e o piroinde Goebedt for whildlife, poobeoton o the Damd, @nd mecreation as well as ecomomne uses. Bs
weon Koo, e enpimems tes bean on die letbber., Tt Goesn't hettieer e off ower tomiber vielis oo die Seatimoa] Powegts mekes the price of Iumbher go wp.
o mestumreall et Beflanwgy o e jpeople. Mot tho Hive tinder aed amreera] compeTies.
Thre fmoedt wes plaoed eme for ommrs wee. DIt os ooby worth bewdng of ft esn fe = BENERTT Hor e aocH «of meeicimd .
‘Miesie 1o oo mudh engieoms on ooty geofuctnon e, Stert $foedkong st ecosposten pomectituon amd dreersity anstead of even-aged manaryemves: .
I ] ot e Sonfh commodnity eedioton ot e SEENTFTTRNTTY lowered, Goth tinber and meowversl...

~ ot Serdnoe gemegpnrorit dnas on Seeor of ttrwieer passilactiion too e dstrroent of other T Tesonroes.

Resporse: Tie NEHA of 1976 Tempmmes St the 35S “mmovrds Eor mdltiple oee and sedtamed] woeld of the profiutts amd services obtaimed there from im scoordamse

Laetter.

watth tie MBEVD off 196D, =md on peetaedlesry, andluile cocrdonstumm of ooitfenr wecreatarm, ranges, thmer, wetershbed, wilédlife and Fwh, amnd wilderness;
wmd digtermrne fior mEreapamant epsbens, bareestnn eveln, and peoosdores Y Tonber saley are a "MSol™ osel tho goroteect, pargstuate, apd dmpoove oo 5P
Teepnites.  Thress athe Hretraestted] for wemy meseets .. o medrttsErn or Smprove e theeflth of tonieer ettends; o cotete, mintdn or imgoove the health of
tvileen- sfeRnds,, e crERhe, mEDEtEn,, O STmproore dsEvrable wildlafe Betetsts o prevent or contrd] ohe infestestonn of 4 e, di , mstorme, smd
Forme, ant for atiffeer ressone  For example, totber ooles sthe weed d miprove Ehe habatat of the HHOW. Doing ootier sales, tens of thoosands of acres of
e thelortest Yeoee heran el o e tmore @emrable smi zome of tire menres From the tinber slle=p Teceipts sere wsed to Tmrther improve the habbtat iy
winiemmatkle mndstmry wegstatnon, iy anstEilong sritrfhrosl] osvtres on trees, sto See spp. B o oonstraints used thot ensure renesabie

T
X NCEE SIS amn geepppettattyr

I#55 “This Biebe's FF eesnuress amEy mel e raped for the speradl ontereats aof toniber wompanies, ool scimcl Sasionebs 2ol comty coffers. In amy case the

Jmitters oriterents me Heoett sserwed by sustarned yadld of AFD s cwrrrent provete Torest losgary ppraces ey ofsarged oz all the logmng amd other
resOnLses Yremowed From Wine Biate's TR, ‘the propedry «f AT e people,

Response: “Mrmlzer rs mersges] uarng tie MIEY pooroaple as detailed on BIE fpp B, Timber s mold by sealad Snd. FT tomiber msales are advartnesd smd scld by ssaled

Latter:

“brds to the Hnghent dodfer e NPT do mot "underoutt the prives porvate andowners receive For tamber. The ttomber on FFT hstorocoslly selils Soor
higher praves than ottler toalber amld - the State TPhe WK Tontbesr Brsce TRremds™ prblication shows the BET thawe fnstoracal ly recesved mere for thAmber
than prisste & Torpordate lanfosmers "“There are many, many fachkors that d2terminme ‘the value of rmber, bot regerdless of ths facvtors, the prices paid
¥or trmber.om thie INFT mre thhe nghent atatewide & mare historioslty anong the nghest prices paid for NP dmodser an the Scwoth. Most of the tocber sold
um *the WFT 18 parchaoed thy @mall bumnessss, mot Jaxge corposatymm. Hrstorioally:, smsll businessss, such s sawmills & andependent Lo y Thave
successfully did For & pumdteesd a@bout E50% of the timber sold

¥603  Alt 4b regurres 44% of the scres outside the HMA (MA-1) to ibe managed under the all-aged prescraptuom . o prrvade for non tanber cutpats according

to the draFt BI5 (page W23} At ™ ,.,ve Altdb shows .. Alt 2 hasg jJust sbout the sape recrextiyon =ndwildlife cptputs as alt 4B...48 has jost 1.5%
more Recreation RVD'm, O 7% more By Game WFIDE, -4.4% rmore Bmell Game WPDDE; and U 5% mors Sray Sgmrrsl mcmes. Hve these the increased bepefits of
asalgning 44% of the MAL acres to dll-aged management? In terms of AXQ, these prescraiptions are only sbout half as profuctive @ the even-aged
prescraptions, Infting thns congtrarnt would ancrease ‘the ASD by 23 MMBF pex syear, a 22% lnorease.
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PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Isaus and Response

Iogue: 12-1 Balanee of Multiple-uses

Response. The constraint on even-aged mgmt was reduced in Alt 8 Thie gave an aincrease of 12% from Alt 4B, the preferred in the Draft Plan

Issue. 12-1-1 Commidaty use

Letter: 1679 Commodity extraction, including grazang and mineral extractien should not take precedence over recreation Recreation should not take precedence of

biolegical values

Responsae: Comment noted

Lattex 1723 (pg 192-193, DEIS) you have nature study making i5% gains but on page 193, you show a -1%

Response The sentence on pg 132 states *Lifetime activaitres such as * The paragraph oh pg 193 shows projected gains/losses by individual activaty

Iasue: 12-1-2 No commodity use

Latter: 1668 I thank 1t 1s important to have a long term, sustainable plan developed where the production of tamber and cattle is done entirely on private land,

not public land

Raespongs* Comment neoted, though thais as really a congressional-interest atem

Iasue: 12-2 Implementation of the Forest Plan

At 4E should provide the publie with a better understanding of management priorities based on expected funding Alt 4B cannot be achieved based

on historxical levels of funding
Letter: 1723 ({(pg 27 Summary) you talk about what the impacts of alternatives will be on wildlife  Yet we do not have a model today that «an accurately predict

what will ocour in 50 years wuch less 10 years We are kidding ourselves to believe that these comparisona mean anything  They are useless because

the money is pnot even avallable to 1mplement the plana
There are no promises of additional law enforcement pexrsonnel and yet this 1s what is needed 1f such indiscriminant shooting is to be stopped

Latter: 1612

Lattar 1723

Response: Coument noted

1t just needs to be given a good habitat, which nature will provade for free,

Lettar: 1310 Campgrounds should be self supporting Wildlifie doesn’t need a budget,
The

and protection from poachers  Range doesn’t need a budget, grazing should be self-supporting or stop the grazing and save the taxpayers’ money
tamber budget could probably be substantially reduced too, especially if unnecessary roads are not built
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PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Iapue and Responaoe

Isgue: 12-2 Implementation of the Forest Plan

Regponse* Comment noted, though this i1z really a congressicnal-interest item

1210 Wath a $1€,000,000 backlog in needed rehabilitation work needed on current campgrounds and recreation sgiltes, 1t 18 unrealastic, 1llusocry, and

Letter:
1rrespensible to forge shead with plans for building more campgrounds' Where 1s the money going te come from?

Eegponsa: We are pregently in the process of doing rehabilitation work on several areas Coats of replacing old worn out facilities has gotten extremely costly

and funding hae been scarce

Project decisions do not tie back te the EIS thus neither addresses actual envircnmental ampacts What i1s your

Letter: 1679 The Draft FP rs general, not specific
The amount of timber alone 1 not really a plan, 1t 1s just

planned timber sale program Which areas are you going to cut, and when will they be cut
a goal

Responge: The revised Plan 1s a guide to implement the selected alternative The EIS evaluatea the environmental effects of the alternatives The choice of a
harvest method 18 based on a site-gpecific analysis and documented in the project-level envirormental documents
Letter: 1723 (pg 230 plan} you need to determine what you consider priority for funding with a realistic budget You budget as 1f you have unlimited woney when
this does not occur What would a realaistic budget look like an funding all the things you want to do?

Response. We agree, however, budget cannot be used as a cohstraint
Lettar: 1723 (pg 226 plan) the 2 yr aimplementation plan is too long Two yrs should be the maximum wait period and there needs to be some mechanism to keep
from making erucial decispons that will materially effect the resources before the new plan 18 i1mplemented

Response: Three years 1s the generally accepted time frame If you have a specific concern that needs a shorter time frame we will be glad to discuss i1t with
you

Letter: 1472 Ecogsystem management as described in the DEIS 1s, in many reaspects, Very labor intensive There will be increased needs for various types of
expertise mand for a labor force to implememt the wmanagement strategies It does not appear that funding levels wall ke sufficient to permat the USFS
to do all that will be needed to amplement alt 4B

Letter: 1603 The budgets for each of the altermatives are higher than the current budget . The DEIS does not, show what the public could expect
budget levels  Senate Resolution 285 addresses this lssue specafically, develop a schedule of management over time based on expected
appropriations and the abilaty to achieve a hiclogiwal objective over the period of time A phased in appreach  would also be better able to respond
to the social and economic itipacts As the achedule 18 rimplemented over time, the public will be able te adjust and respond te changing societal
demands  Any other appreoach would simply not be realustic, would cause significant impacts without achieving the desired objective, and would be

costly

gLiven current

Responde* Funding 1s alwaye a consideration during plan implementation Budgets are cstimated based on a "perfect case" scepnerxio, we acknowledge that actual
budget & work output will be less We have made this concern clear an all discussions with the publac

You need for all four naticnal

Letter 1723 (py 228 Plan) since you have no wetland inventery how will the District be able te determine where wetlands are®
Thais anventory needes to be done when

forests and the gragslands a complete wetlands inventory done for riparian areas, 100 year floodplains, etc
1t rains so you can see where water flows and wetlands are

Responmse: The BCS provides for methodology for such determinatione See plan appendix A foxr details

Tague: 12-2 General
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Ieauner 12-3

Leatter:

PLAN AND ETS COMMENTS
Comments by Issus and Responss

General

1627 Altermative 2 offers a net gain of jobs and the highest gain in income. Those increases provide sconomic stability and moderate growth to East Texas.

Responaa: We agree that Alternative 2 offers a nec gain of jobs and the haghest gain in income But, we have to manage the forest for a wide array of uses,

Inmua: 13

Issua: 13-1
Latter:
Tetter:
Latter:

Lattexr:

Letter:

Latter:
Lestter:

values, products, and conditione The alternative preferred reflects the best wix with all considerations

PLANNING/PLAN/EIS

Adeguacy of the Revision(alts, zssues, format, analysas)

1723 {(pg 48 DEIS} .I disagree that comments before and after the comment period for scoping did net raise any new saignificant issues. I feel that my

comments did just that after the comment period But you disagreed  Again a subjective decision but one that needed to be made and was.

1723 {pg 3 DBEIS]. you say that the preferred alt "best addresses the 15 wmajor resues* that is a pubjective statement and depends on the poant of view of

the permon

1723 (pg 235,236 DEIS) . by allowang clearings to be considered forest land you run the risk of overestimating the timber around and what ais avarlable for

wildlife

1723 (pg § DBIS) you say that the "Forest-wide standards and gurdelines provide significant protectien measures" for ORV use and Its impacts on the

envaironment. This 1s neot true. - open riding areas will stall be allowed - you gtall allew riding on traile when it has rained .. I want no
riding an rainy weather and until spoals dry out after rains. . Protection of forest resourcves wmust come Eirst before any piay is allowed.

1723 (kg 22 Summary) you talk about how Alt. é prohibite ORV use. on page 14 you say nothing about thig. You are very confusing in clearly saying what is

and 18 not allowed in alternatives for ORV usa.

1723 (pg. 24, DEIS Summary) I am 1o vViclent opposation to any cutting wn speciral interest areas.
1723 (pg 9, LRME) I oppose the use of any chemicals for uneven age management or other management

Rasponee: Comment noted.

Lettar.

1680 I balaieve that the FS should heed public mentiment by placing wore ewphasis om sustainahle wilderness conservation, instead of commodity

productzomnr

Response: In the record of decigion for the FRTS, the Regional Forester will select the altemative to serve as the Revised Forest Plan for the next ten to

Lattar:

fifteen years  Although public comments are censidered in reaching this deczsion, i1t 1s net based on a voting process, but rather the identified
abulity of the selected alternative to maximize net public benefite Besides public comments, other factors such as natzonal and regicnal peolicy and

the analyesie of resource opportunities alsc play a role in reachang thas decisron.

1§79 The Draft FP does not have reguirements that would eliminate money losing sales.

Respense: NFGT timber sales are advertiped and gold by sealed bads to the highest brdder. The NPGT de not have a "below cost* timber male program. Our

comprehensive accounting records show the NFGT have not had a "below cost” tamber sale program since we started keeping such records. In FY 1394, the
NFGT received more than 515 million ip revenue from tamber sales, apd Jjust ppent about $5F mzllicn o timbex sales and all the other costs assotiated
wath tamber eales. The net revenue to the U 5. Government from the tamber sale program wag about §1.0 million. 'The timher sale program on the HPGT

generated about 32 %6 for every §1 00 of tax dollars spent during the FY.
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PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Issua and Responme

Issue; 13-1 Adequacy of the Revimaonialts, issues, format, analysis)

Letter: 1805 I want a Forest Plan that truly manages for the preservation of a natural native ecosystem.. My children and grandchildren have the xaight to inheritc
a true Forest in good condition

Rasponse: Trees, like all Iiving things, do neot live forever When a stand 18 regenerated new seedlings can become eatablished and the baby trees begin the
cycle over again  Trees planted an 1920 are now 60 years old; stands regenerated in 1950 will be 60 years old in 2010, stands regenerated in 19950
will be 60 years old in 2050, and etc  Regeneration ensures today’s forests will be here tomorrow. All timber harvest levels in the altermatives of
the FEIS are at sustainable lavels that do not ampair the long term productivity of the land ity accordance with Section 6 (3) (E) of the RPA of 1974 as

amended

Letter: 1723 (pg 199 DRIS) uncontrolled and contrxolled ORV use has been proven to have adverse aimpacts to vegetation, soil and water values and not, as you say,
"‘mﬂ\Y"

Response: ORVs have been identified as a legaitimake use of the NF It 1s definately a recreational pursurt Our intention 18 to manage CGRVs, to minimize
repource damage

Letter: 1632 36 CFR 219 27 inhibita the abilaty of the FS to adapt less impactive timber wmygt systema aa 1 evidenced hy the plan’s faalure to commit to a single
acre of UAM. Predictably, BAM has been endorsed through qualificaticns (PW-164) sufficient to allow clearcutting of virtually every acre of foreat
outsrde of wildermneas. The Plan 1s fundamentally flawed in that i1t faile to have the authority to adequately address resource degrade and inbalance
expressed in the issues and concerns.

Responss: Harveot methads are based on a site-specific analysis desagned to meet the mite’s DFC. The envirenmental impacts are documented in accordance with
NEPA Contract terms and conditione are used to implement the necessary &G to prevent unacceptable damage.

Latter: 1723 (pg 7 summary} .how way acres will have uheven age management used on them. 4

Response: The revised Plan 1s a guide to implement the selected altermative. The EIS evaluates the envaronmental effects of the alternatives. The choice of a
harvest mwethod 15 based on a sate-specifie analysie and documented in the project-level environmental documents.

Letter: 1165 I coppose any plan which would further destroy wildlife habitat or reduce bicdiverwsity

Rasponsse: The FS manages for viable populaticons of wildlife that ocour naturally on NFGT. The environmental impacts on waldlife of the different alternatives
are analyzed in the EIS

Letter: 1310 The DEIS 18 inadequate to suppert a Forest Plan It doesn’t take a hard look at too many rmoues . It 18 biased against selection management and
against wilderness, while 1t 18 biased in favor of even-aged management and road building

Response: A range of altermatives wath varying amcunte of wilderness and selection management acres were analyzed See Appendix B of the DEIS. As for issues,

scoping and public invelvement were done win kate 193¢, more than 4,400 comments representing many diverse viewpolnte about Forest management were
received and reviewed Fifteen 1ssues, 53 sub-i1ssues and about 500 unique comments were rdentified The 15 major i1ssues are addressed in Chapter 2

of the FLRMP.

Lattar: 1603 The Council requests that the Forest evaluate the benefit and cost of thas descretionary decaision and consider an alterpative that manages the MA 1
acres on a younger yotation.

Response: In Altermative 2 we analyzed some shorter rotations oblelly of 60 and short and longleaf at 70, which are both less than current no action
alternatiaves Also, the National direction im for a reduction in the amount of timbex volume to be prepared for sale

Latter: 1603 The Council also suggests that the Forest undertake an analysie planned costs to see 1f there 18 some way te achieve targets with lesa expense
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Isaua: 13-1 Adequacy of the Revisicn(alts, issues, format, analysis)

Response The FORPLAN model was used to rollover outputa as conatraints ain the selected alternative In order to produce outputs with the most economical
approach  Site specific work will be conducted the most efficient way as detexrmined by the District Ranger and staff, this 18 neceassary with the
cuthack 1n most government budgets.

Letter: 1603 problems with the FORPLAN 1) the final harvest figure on about half of the yield tables 1s zero, 2) FORPLAN cannot accurately calculate inventory
or growth, and 3) FORPLAN cannot automatically calculate the long term sustained yield (LTSYS) coefficients so the Forest used a special set of LTSYS
coefficente which may be in error

Response: Problems were noted 1} This problem did occur on approximately one-third of the even-age management yield files This dad not occur con the uneven-
aged or thinning yield files No significant change in ASQ or schedule of implementation wae noted in rerunning the preferred alternative due to the
laxrge percentage of acres being assagned to uneven-aged and thainnang perscriptions These correctione were applied to the final alternative with a
reduction of acres forced into uneven-aged management 2) This problem was i1dent:fred during the analysis process The purpose of these wvalues to
ke calculated withan the FORPLAN model were to insure that the cut will not exceed the growth and that timbexr would be provided in perpetuity
Therefore, constraintes of LTSY and NOY were applied 3) This problem was alsc ident:fied during the analyesie process  The FORPLAN model was only
able teo automatically calculate LTSY for age dependent yield tables  Therefore, an alternative method had to be detexmined for the uneven-age and
thinning RCW vield files  Therefore, using the formula that was uged within the model for age yield tables, Total of all volumes cut over the
rotation of a regenerated stand by the number of years withan the rotation The volumes for the uneven-aged were averaged for harvested volumes once
uneven-aged conditions were achieved The following values were uped

Longleaf with use of fire and herbicides - 0 238 MCF/Acre
Longleaf witheut - 0 157 MCF/acre
Loblolly with use of fire and herbacides - 0 287 MCF/Acre
Loblolly without - § 185 MCF/Acre
Shortleaf with use of fire and herbicides- § 264 MCF/Acre
shortleaf without 0 174 MCP/Acre
For RCW thinning prescraiptionsa 0 00 MCR/Acre

Lestter: 1603 Texas forest plan used the same price trxends 1t did in the 1987 plan There have been important policy and economic changes in the timbexr
economy since then The 1993 RPA Assessment contalne price trends that capture the impact of some of these changes incorperate these updated
prrce trends

Response. Concern over land and resource capability and sustainabilaty has contxibuted to the debate over centralized, top-down planning versus decentralized,
forest-based, bottom-up planning  Resocurce capability information developed at the local level was intended to provide the foundation for RPA
planning, at the same btilme, national objectives are esgential to strategic planning and setting longtert goals Binding targets set at the National
level 1n past RPA Programs have resulted ih & concentration on timber outputs, at the expense of considering other outputs and conditions  Naticnal
analyses are likely to overestimate productive potential, because site-specific resource interactions are necessarily lost in aggregating data We
locked at those as guidance and flexible goals By maintaining the 1987 PLRMP's price trends, we were able to compare the results with the 1987
Benchmarks  See Appendix B, Model Perimeters for discussion on price trends

Letter: 1603 Economic analysis and employment impact analysis continue to he weak tables showing job changes should be expanded to address the changes by

economic sector the economic value of forestry jobs compared with other joba, such as recreation to enlighten the decision maker and the
public on the i1nter-dependency of manufactoring and service industries
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Adeguacy of the Revigion(altsa, 1sesues, format, analysis}

Regponse: Economic considerations enter NF planning praimarily as concerns for the balance among resource values, about management efficiency, and impacta of NF

Lettar.

management on cummunities ReA and NFMA clearly rndicate that efficiency is an important consideration but not the prainciple criterion for management
decasions The F8 used computer models - FORPLAN and IMPLAN FORPLAN was used to analyze investments, current and future benefits and costs and
compared by caleulating the present net value of the investment FORPLAN 1s a useful tool for examining the efficiency of management alternatives,
but has limitation because many uses and outputs of the NF that are not marketed And those values ocutlined through exaisting technigues for
unmarketed uses and cutputs might not have values that readily compare to market prices Furthermore, nonuse values of the forest (option, bequest,
and existence values) can only be included as constraints on uses and outputs IMPLAN used the outputs from FORPLAN to aidentify the economic impact
of management alternatives IMPLAN estimatesa the employment and income by industry sector for multicounty areas around each NP The FS has no
ability to influence demand factors, which are jmportant to stable industry production  Abrupt changes in the FS can be disruptive The FS has
defined i1ts responsibility to communities as attempting to avoid causing radical or abrupt shifts in local social and economic patterns

1602 The DEIS could be improved by adding historical outputs no action alt 18 uased as a basis for comparing proposed plans te historie plans

., the no-action alt , has heen modified to reflect the current directron of the Dastrict Court It no longer represents the Forest previous foregt
plan decisions or accomplishments the final BIS should include an additional alternative incorporating the 1987 plan with the 1985 RCW
¢guidelines

Response: In response to issues dentified during the scoping process, 9 alternatives were developed and analyzed This was determined to be adeguate

Letter:

Latter

1603 fThe DEIS 1a misleading with respect to rotation ages  The actual rotation ages are guite a bit longer According FORPLAN solution lobleolly an MA

1 will be harveated at ages 100-120, not the 70 yrs shortleaf 1s harvested at ages 100-120 not the 80 yrs

1603 The draft EIS may wislead some readers about future forest conditions Clearly, the forest will be much older than amplied by the DBIS

Responsae: In the short term there will be stands carried beyond rotation age because of unequal age diskribution and the limrts on the amount that can be

Latter:

harvested each pericd Bepecially with the large percentage of acres being managed by prescription other than even-age
Alt 4B 2age/Existing Loblelly Age/Harvest

70~11,253 110-41,584

80-19,207 120-19,290

a0- 708 120- 694

100-22, 610 140-12,662

Acyras of Bxasting Longleaf at Harvest
110 - 164 hores

120 - 135 Acres
130 - 5,332 Acres

150 - 53 Acres

Acres of Existing Shortleaf at Harvest

70 = 3,490 120 - 2¢,973

80 - 4,252 13¢ - 748

S0 - 10,422 140 - 3,240

100 - 14,655 150 - 5,614

110 ~ 15,831

1603 The Forest may have over-constrained the timber harvest schedule because 1t did not analyze the actual harvest age the decision to requare 44% of

the MA 1 acres to all-ages management 1s unnecessary benefaits from the all-aged prescriptions will be provided by the long even-aged rotations
Had the planning analysis displayed actual rather than minimum rotaticons, the constraant would have been unnecessary

Responsa: Thie haa been adjusted te 30% based on VOO classification other than modified plus 5%
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Latter: 16023 The Council is concerned that by not looking at the actual rotations, the DREIS may be underestimating the forest health problem inherent to Alt 4b
over 60% of the loblolly managed undexr aven-aged preacription, , will not be harveasted until sometime after age 100 The Council believes that thas
18 a prescription for diaster

Response: Some 74,230 acres of loblelly will be carried beyond age of 100 in Alternataive 4B

Letter: 1603 recalculate the ASQ0 for every alt using thie approach, to demonstrate the FORPLAN's economic assumptions are not overriding the forest’s
ability to produce sustainable timber outputs

Remponme: Analyst did this on the draft FP's selected Alternative 4b The resulting ASQ was the pame This reflects that maximum timber and maximum BNV
benchmark were approximately the same.

Letter: 1603 The DEIS rollover was only done on the benchwarks and not for the forest plan altexmatives The Countil has raised this imsue of procedure in other
forests all foreste should be consistent with regard to normal procedures, {e g maxamizing first decade harvest)

Responsa: Analyet did this on the draft FLRMP's selected Alternmative {4B) The resulting ASQ was the same  Thie reflects that max timber and max PNV benchmark
were approximately the same

Letter: 1604 ‘The DBIS fauls to dascuss adequately (if at all) what measures the Forest Service may have taken or may plan in compliance with the legal requirement
to protect soil, watershed, wildlife, fisheries, aestheties, and forest productivity NFMA Sec 1604 {g) {3) (F) (v)

Response: See Appendix B of the DEIS constraints and the Monitoring Summary Table, Appendix C of the Draft Plan

Letter: 1310 There is no explanation of the large difference in SHMZ acreage between the 1587 Plan and the current Draft Plan
Letter- 1605 There 18 no explanation of the large difference in SMZ acreage between the 1987 Plan and the curxent Draft Plan

Responme: The riparian and wetland acres, floodplain soil with a hardwood foremt type, that were not previously included in the 3MZ (#4) were moved to that MA
This was a movement of 12,972 acres fzom MR 1 and 3,240 acres from HA 2

Latter: 1679 The Draft FP does not address the concept of producing a forest crop in perpetuity

Response* See Appendix B, FORPLAN analyslis constraints The constraints for LTSY and nen declining yield ensured that the total forest invenbtory volume left at
the end of the planning horizon (150 years) i1s sufficient to maintain the harvest pattern Harvested wvolume does not exceed growth

Letter: 1679 The HIS does not offer scientifice research or documentation to explain how you are able to cut so much taimber without dasmaging watersheds, wildlife
food sources, habitat, and sensitive species, fisheries, aesthetica, and forest productavity

Letter: 1679 This Draft FP obviously came out of the FORPLAN program  What data was fed inte the program  You did not deocument that you dad the inventories
regquired by NFMA How do we know that the data 1s correct How do you know that the data is correct?

Letter: 1672 There 18 no analysis of aggregate effects of wmanagement altematives

Latter: 1679 The Draft FP does not adequately address the current costs and future benefits

Response: See Appendix B for analysis

Lettar: 1679 The Draft FP cost/benefit analys:is 1a warped The FS assumes increased water yields are a benefit The DFP does not insure that trees will not be cut
until mature Too often pine trees have been cut early to meet ASQ

Response: Uped values per RPA which showed that increased water yields have value See previcus table for ages of harvested timber

Letter: 1723 (py 178 DBIS) I believe that the PS does not manage a significant perticn of East Texas forests  The FS manages 5% of the total forest
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Issues: 13-1 Adequacy of the Revisicn{alts, i1ssues, format, analysis)

Respenee: Though the NFGT comprises a relatively small part of the East Texas timber market, the quality of NFGT market product (pramar:tly saw tamber) accounts
for a substantial 20-25% of the total Texas sawtimber products

Letter; 1767 Alt 1 designates 52% to timber production while alt 2 and alt 2 each designate 40% but increases payment to counties I de not understand how this 1s
accomplished but payments to counties should be increased 1f possible A further clarification of your methed/plan to achieve the increased dollar

volume while decreasing the acreage in timber production in your alt methods alt 2 18 appreciated

Rasponee: The difference 1s based on the direction on acres needed to support RCW 1200-metexr carcles are HMA concept and the different amount of acres in

uneven-age management

Letter: 1605 maps for roadlesms areas are often 1mprecise and hard to vead  For special areas there are no maps or descriptions . except some unnamed dot
clusters on some maps 1n the "Map Package " There 18 only one full list of special areas faile to show which area will be botanigal, scenie, or
ecological, or how many acres i1t might contain Inadequacies in the maps of readless areas include failure to indicate clear boundaries of the Stark
Tract and the proposed 410-acre addition to Wanters Bayou, and contanuing to indicate in white (private) the areas that the F$ has acquired such as
Upland Island . and Indian Mounds

Letter: 1723 Another problem 18 the maps Theoe are very small and confusing ¥You do not have each potential special management area shown in detail so a person
can visualize what the area loocks like  Dots on maps do not tell me what the sensitive areas are, how large they are, and what they represent You
can do better than this and need to

Letter: 1838 We found the affected environment to be well described However, the scale of the maps provided with the DRIS to define the management areas and each
of the proposed alternatives made i1t difficult to interpret many of the features within the project area and the proposed improvements We suggest
that either the scale of the maps in the FEIS be adjusted to facilatate the identification of natural and proposed features within the project area,

or the current maps be further refined and additicnal relevant features be labeled

Response: The IDT agrees The final revismed Plan has been amended to reflect this

Latter: 1436
You are makaing changes to your old plan and to historical usages of the forest. <That i1s fine and there are good reasens te do so NOWHERE 1in any of

the documents 18 there an indication of plans for implementing these changee A TRANSITIONAL OR IMPLEBMENTING statement or plan should he a part of
thrs document

Response*
After the RF selecta a preferred altermative, a ROD will be prepared
document any necesgary transitional periods and strategies for implementating the reviged FP

The ROD details the reason for the selection of an altemmative and will also

Letter+ 1460 The map supplement for alt 4B shows that--despite increased overall acreage for RCW mgt compared to alt 1 (present condition)--the draft plan
ELIMINATES many RCW colonies from actave mgt in the Angelana, Davy Crockett and Sabine NF‘s! No presently known colony, active or inactive, should be

excluded or considered expendable

Responee: All active RCW colontes except for those in designated wilderness are an an HMA, whach 1s designated as MA-2 in the revised FP  MA-2 incorporates the

RCW EIS

TLatter: 1622 The plan acknowledges that taimber mgt has a dispropertionately large effect on overall resource outputs The implementation regs (36 CFR 219 27}
related to NFMA (Appendix B, pg 58,) apparently mandates that EAM be used on NF landa I assert that due to the constraints iwposed by 36 CFR 219 27,
this plan i1s inherently unable to adequately addrees the issues and concerns, namely* biodiversaty, vegetation manipulation, =pecial management
areas, wildlife and fisheriew, rescurce sustainability and wax of goods and sexrvices ¥y NF expeariences have exposed instances where past BAM
has failed to adequately protect and sustain soil and water gualaty, biodivers:ity, old growth, wildilife and fisheries, and natural integraity of

Spectal Management Areas
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The choice of a silvicultural system and 1its associated

Reaponse: 36 CFR 219 27 spellp out some management requirements when even-aged management 1s used
Standards and Guidelines are in effect te mitigate negative

harvest method 18 baped on a sgite-gpecaific analysis and documented on NEPA regquirements
impacts  Most problems occur when the S & G's are npot implemented

Letter- 1622 Notably lacking in the plan 1s methodology for less impactive, incremental restoration on a per stand basis small group selection Additaonally, the

plan faile to clearly quantify actual targets for even and uneven-aged acreage

Response' No pilvicultural syotew nor one of its related harvest methods 1s prohabited in the revised FP  Harvest methods are based on a site-specific analysis
and designed to meet the site’s DFC The environmental impacts are documented in a site specific EA which 18 available for public review

Lettsr. 1723 {pg 234 DEIS) CBQ has regulaticns and not guidelines CEBQ used te have guidelines but modirfied and changed theas 1n approximately 1979 inte actual

regulaticns 8o these are not discreticnary but are mandatory for agencies to follow
Letter: 1723 (pg 33 DEIS) you say Alt 6 will not allow any ORV use in the forests But on page 26 you say "ORV use 18 limited to the current existing system of
desgignated trailas"” Then on page 34 you say that there are 40 miles of ORV trails when in realaty for Alt 6 the present PMT's are 55 miles in length

on SHNF Then on page 36 you say there are zero miles of trails for Alt € You are confused yourself

Responme: Thank you for bringang this to our attention The final EIS haa been changed to reflect better consistency

Letter: 1722 (pg 6, DEIS} 1t 1s never explained what the "potential for overuse" 1a and how thie will be monitored and what will oecur i1f such overuse is

discovered
Response*
Thie discussion 18 found i1n detail in the 1932 AMS
Letter: 1723 (pg 49, DEIS) there 1s an overall conflact between hunting and all other forest usee 1 request that the FS have certaln areas designated during

hunting season as being off limits te hunting to provaide safe havens for other forest uses

Rasponse: A descision to limit hunting or te restrict hunting areas 18 an adminiatrative decision, not a PP decisicn

Letter: 1723 (pg 111 DEIS) I want an alternative that has all candidates for RNA designated sc that the ampacts of this alternative and the benefits are fully

laid out on the table

Responde* All areas recommended for RNA status by the review committee have been assigned to Ma-8a, Regearch Natural Areaas, in this revisgion

Letter 1723 (pg 198-199 DEIS) envirconmentalists never asked that all trajils fox ORV use, including the PMT's be closed down so why do you propose thig in Alt €

Responsa: Elimination of ORV use from the NFGT was propesed by some respondants This alternative was developed 1n response to thia issue
vour perscnnel have soclicitad on 11-30-34 ORV users to write in and ask that Boykin Springs not be shutdown from ORV use when the ROD 18 made and

Letter: 1723
the FS 18 encouraging the longer use of a sensitlve area by ORV's whach are destroying part of the sensitive area

aigned
Rasponsa: We disagres with your accusation Everyone with an 1nterest in the management of the NFGT 1s encouraged to write
thiz document has only one set of 8 & G8 to look at, the preferred altermative 4b Therxe are no other 8 & Ga for implementing very different
alternatives (7 othexrs) Thie makes at impossible foxr the public to compare what the impacts wall be with different 8 & Ga I believe this 1s
contrary to NEPA and CEQ regulations which reguire a hard look at the impacts and requires comparisons that are ¢lear between altermatives

Letter: 1723
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Ragponse: Nine alternatives were formulated in order to provide the "broad range" requeated by the public and the Chief of the F& But publishing and
distxributing a plan-versicn of each would be too costly We are not required to choose and publish a preferred alternative in the draft documents
However, with the ongeing and auccessful involvement of the public in the formulation of the alternatives, we felt the time was raght to begin to
choose a direction and yet remain open to publie and agency comment

Letter: 1722 (pg 48 DEIS) I disagree that Alt 4b 18 the best for small game Natural disturbance will occur :n Alt 6 & 7 and will allow small game to make
1t In additron the old growth conditions will provide morxe habatat for gray eguirrels and deer will be kept within their carrying capacity Alsoc,
swamp rabbits will do well an Alt € & 7 the disturbance and early successional habitat on adjacent private lands 1e ignored In no place 1n this

DBIS and LEMP are cumulative impacts on and off forest looked at
Ramponge- Overall benefrte to small game show a better respense 1n alts 1-5 than 1h alte 6&7 More species were evaluated than what you refer to

Letter: 1605 The EA has not discussed how the sumulative effects of harvesting timber ih roadlesa areas will affect recreational use in wilderness areas
constituting a violatieon of 40 CFR 1502 18, 1508 7

Latter: 1723 {pg 16 DEIS) Also, the cumulative impacts of SPB loggang plus every other form of logging are not gaven (for alt 1)

Letter: 1838 Limited discussions on cumulative impacts for some resources are scattered throughout the dcocument A summary of all cumulative ympacts listed by
affected resources could be presented separately for the benefit of readers

Responge: It 15 important to understand that there are two levels of decision making in the F3 The FP represents only the firat level of decision making about
the management of the NFGT Site-specaific, project planning to implement the gealp and objectives of the PP as the pecond level of decasion making
"cumulative impact®” 18 the "impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions " (40 CFR 1508 7} Cumulative impacts are amonhyg the effecte (40 CPR 15082 8) that must be ineluded in
considering the environmental consequences of actions (40CFR 1502 16) The "action" reprepented by a FP 15 the sele¢tion of a programmatic E£ramework
to guide future decision making on the forest, using FP management direction as a gateway to compliance with environmental laws at the project and
activity level A FP 1s not an aggregation of 10 to 15 years of individual project decisiens The BIS for a FP is, therefore, programmatic in
nature Complaiance with NEPA 13 reguired at the point of an "irreveraible and irretrievable commitment of resources " In most casesa, this commitment
takes place at the specifie project/activity decieion point Therefore, the EI$ for a FP commonly does not contain site-specific data or disclose
site-specifrc environmental effectas, project alternatives, or the cumulative effects of individual projectsfactivities that have not yet been

scheduled

Latter: 1310 The DEIS classifies the wildermess areas as primitive ROS, but this does not meet the defamition as given in the glossary, since there ig no place in
any wilderness three miles from a road (and I don’t mean closed roads withan the wilderness) Asg the aMs of 1992 suggests, thas should be recognized
and acreage available for primitive recreation should be listed honestly as zers

Responge: Definition under physical location identifies primaitive as 3 or more miles from a road The asocial and managerial definition of primitive identifies
the number of contacts with others and the managerial adentifies how we would manage an area ag primitive Wilderneas 18 assigned the primitive ROS
primarily because of the Social and Managerial elements

Letter: 1310 Why doesn’t the DEIS use a standard definition of ROS categoriea? It seems reasconable to me that prim:tive or semi-primitive non-motorized should
mean the same an Texas as 1t does in Montana

Reaponse: We are not aware of what the definition of primitive and semi-primitive are in the Montana FP The definations in the TX DBIS are out of the ROS
handbook

Lettar: 1600 Both the Plan Summary and the main body of the Draft Land Use Plan state that the Angelina and Sam Houston Forests will build 250 miles of trail

only in Appendix B does the truth come out that the southern Angelina will be limited to 50 miles of trails A citizen reading only the Plan Summary
would assume that each Forest would build 125 trail milee Such a citizen may have submitted very different comments had he known the truth
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Responeae;: The plan summary ¢an not provide detarled information The PP 18 written to provide direction to the district personnel to manage the rescurces on the
ground

Letter: 1723 (pg 64, DRIS) I am against chopping, shearing, scarifying, ripping, piling, raking, bedding, disking, and herbiciding for site preparation You do
not give all the environmental impactes of these uses on soil microbes, fungi, salamanders, and other creatures as well as soll erosion, cowpaction,
rutting, water pollution, and other environmental damage The BIS for Vegetation Management 1s obsolete because 1t ignores the impacts on
salamanders, fungi, soil wicrobes, and other effects that these activities have

Response: The DEIS states "The environmental effects of these site prep methods are fully documented in the FBIS for Vegetative Mgmt an the Coastal Plain/
Piednont (1989), on p 64 The Veg. Mgmt. PEIS addresses the impacts to soil biota, reptiles, invertebrates, amphibians & agquatic invertebrates (see
VM FEIS chapter IV & App A), as well as vertebrate species While the env impacts of chopping. shearaing, scarifying, ripping, paling, raking,
beddang, listing, and herbicading for site prep have not been exhaustively repearched, we have i1nferred from the reaearch that has heen completed
that the env ampacts to so1l microbes, fonjai, ete , wall not be sagnificiant

Latter: 1838 We recommend that a summarization of the control actions and standards specified in the 1987 Southern Pine Beetle Control EIS be nrovided in the FEIS
for the beneift of readers We found too much emphasis in the DEIS on the incorporat:icn by reference to the other three regicnal programmatic

documents (the SPB, Veg Mgmt, and RCW BISs) without the benefit of discussing decisions made as a result of these environmental analyses

Response: Standards derived from the SPB EIS are noted in the FP The SPB EIS 1s widely available, and its length and detail make i1t appropriate for
incorporation by reference

Lattar: 1723 The Poreat Plan must determine how wmany acrea can be drilled Yet you are egsentially saying, that all acres can be drillad there 18 no
environmental analysis to back up such a broad claim of environmental insignificance

Reaponse’ Only mineral leasing availability i1s determined in the plan Where to drill is a site-specirfic decision

Letter: 1673 Who wrote each part of the EIS and Draft FP What are the credentiale ancluding training and experience of the members of your interdimcaiplinary team

Respouea: See Chapter IV of the BIS

Latter: 1310 The Draft Plan does not respond sufficiently to the demands of the public for wmajor reforms It 18 stall %0 percent business-as-usual
Response The BIS addresases all significant issues raised during scopang The IDT 1s not clear as to what this comment refers to
Latter: 1723 (pg 45 DEIS) 1t says that uneven age management will produce a minimal amount of early successional habitat but on page 30 you show 1t will produce
15,000-28,000 acres by period 1 In addition you never talk about the excess of even age habitat that exists on private lands that are adjacent or

nearby NF lands You need to show the landscape perspective also Alse by period 5, 0-15 yrs. of early successional habatat will be on 271,000 acres
of NF for Alt 6 & 7 This does not seem minimal t£o me

Response: This table reflects Forplam outpute Alt & was modeled waith 10% EAM & the PForplan model chose to take the majoraty of EAM during the first peried

Letter: 1723 (pg &5 DEIS} why 1s there only one alternative with the court ordered RCW plan?® Since thas plan has helped slow the decline of the RCW why do you
ignore how it has helped®

Rasponse: The court-ordered plan for the Mgmt of the RCW in Texas was determined "to likely jeopardize the continued existance of the RCW" in a biclogical
opinion 1ssued by the PWS. Por thia reason, only the current situation, Alt 1, used this strategy
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Letter: 1723 (py 85 DEIS) In addition ne other alternative has specific linkages Since this 15 required by the RCW DEIS why would you ignore this and saddle some
alternatives wath a lack of requirements that will be court regquired=

Responsa: The RCW EIS does not reguire linkages between HMA’s

Latter: 1723 vou do not study appropriate alts but you must study "all reasonable alts ™ as zrequazred by CEQ regulations
Latter: 1723 1t 18 impartant for the PS to upe the right terminclogy from CEQ regulations. It 1s not a "reasohable range of alternatives* that CEQ talks about
but nall] reasonable alternatives " In my mind thas 1s very different from a "broad range of reamonable alternatives."

Regponse: The CEQ regulations state that an EIS *ghall provade full & fair discussion of significant environmental impacts & shall inform decisionmakers & the
public of the reasonable alts which would aveid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment Agencies shall focus on
significant envirommental 1issues & alts & shall reduce paperwork & the accumulation of extranecus background data " (40 CPFR 1502 1) The CEQ
regulationas also require that *The range of alts discussed in environmental impact statements shall encompass thoee to be considered by the ultamate
agency decisionmaker. (40 CPFR 1502 {e)). Agencies must alsc "Rigorously explors & objectively evaluate all reasconable alts , & for alts which were
eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated FS regs thabt incorporate & implement these CED regs
tnte the NF System Land & Resource Mgmt Planning are found an 236 CPR 219. Ameong these requizements is a previsien te *formulate a broad range of
reagonable alts according to NEPA procedures The primary goal in formulating alte , besides complying with NEPA procedures, 18 to provide an
adequate basie for identifying the alt that comes nearest to maxamazing net public bensfits, coneistent with the rescurce integration & mgmt
requirements of 219 13 - 215 27 Alts shall be distributed between the minimum resource potential & the maximum resource potential to reflect to the
extent practicable the full range of major commodity & environmental rescurce uses & values that could be produced from the forest Alta shall
reflect a range of resource outputs & expenditure levels {36 CFR 21% 12 (£f)) The process that the NFGT used to develop alts a® discussed at length
in the BIS, Chapter 2, pages 11-14 The alts were develeoped by an IDT, District Rangers, & their employees, & the Mgmt Tean in response to the
188ues generated through public invelvement by individuals, special interest groups, & other agenciea The development process haz been an ongoing
process stnce then & until the analysis found i1n this document was completed (BIS, Chapter 1, page 9} While the number of alte that could ke
developed & analyzed for an area as large & diverse as the NFGT 1s infanaitesimal, a reasonable range of alts was explored to meet the CBQ & FS
Planning regulatlions

Latter 1723 please explaih what the systematie interdisciplinery approach consista of?

Response: The phrase "systematice interdisciplinary approach® comes directly from the NEPBA, section 102, where 1t atates that all agencies of the Fedaral
Governbent shall "utilize a systematic, i1nterdisciplinary approach which will insure the integrated use of the natural & social sclences & the
environuental design arts in planning & in decisionmaking which may have an impact on man’s environment " The NFMA requires that Forest Plans "be
prepared by an IDT (16 USC 1600, sec 6 (£) (3)) The IDT approach for planning 1s detailed in the NFS LRMP rega, 36 CPFR 219 5, which states, in part,
that "A team representing several discaplines shall be used for regional & forest planning teo insure eoordinated plaaning of the wvarious rescurces
Through interactions among 1ts members, the team shall integrate knowledge of the phyesical, bieclogical, economic & social sciences, and the
envircnmental design arts in the planning proceass The team shall conaider problems collectavely, rather than separating them along disciplinary
laines " The pame section of the regs continues with a Ilisting of the functions of the IDT as well as guidelines for responsible line offrcera in
appeanting IDT members

Latter 1310 SMZ’'s need to be discussed as a zeparate assue. The FEIS needs to fully discuss all facete of this issue
Letter: 1605 5SMEZ's need to be discussed as a separate 1ssue The FEIS needa to fully discusa all facets of this 1ssue

Responre: SMZ's are discuassed throughout the FEIS in the Bioclogical, Phys:ical & Social Environments according to standard EIS format

Letter: 1723 (pg 3 DEIS) 1t 18 never stated what the Regional Guide 1s and the constraints set out by the 1990 Resources Planning Act Program What dad these
documents add to this FP's mandates and how did they conatrain it?

Response: The many guidance documents used in the development of the RIS & Plan {including 15990 RPA) are just that, guides These do not establish constraints

or mandates
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PLAN AND ETS COMMENTS
Copments by Iseus and Response

Isgue: 13-1 Adegquacy of the Revisron{altse, 1seues, format, analysis)
Letter: 1723 (pg 46 DEILS) special management areas as being negative for the economy because timber or other commodity production is not allowed you do not
admit that economic benefits aleo acrew due to the recreational dollars that are drawn in the local community as pecple come and visit these beautaiful
places you do not try to value other benefits that these areas generate You do not gaive an even handed analysis of economics when 1t comes to

special management areas

Responme: All coneiderations (commodity & non-commodity) are used in the FORPLAN analysis, including estimated influences due to recreation & aesthetic values

Letter: 1723 (pg 11 Plan) how much has each RCW population inereased in each forest? According to Warren Starnes at the Trails Workshop on 11-30-94 the RCW
populaticns in the Texas NP have not stopped declining yet

Reaponse: The FEIS details the RCW increase through 1395
Latter: 1679 The Draft FP does not reflect details of monitoring the effecte of even-age cuts

Regponse: Monitoring of objectives & actions to meet objectives 18 described in Chapter V Details of these monitoring acticns are described i1n Plan App ©
effects of actions on the biological & physical environment due to timber harvest, both even & uneven aged i1s described

Iasue: 13-2 Fublic involvemenkt (procveszs & opportunikty)

Letter: 1409
I would like to see corporate sponsors for each section of the trail (LSHT) It would be a service project for their company and a group for each

section leader to work with
Letter: 1605 Guidelines and reguirements to be followed in performing sate-specific analyses need to be developed and published i1n order to ensure completeness and

adherence
Letter: 1723 (MA-8a-B2) the public must have full input into management and other decision-making
Latter: 1723 When new trail proposals are i1nitiated variocus user groups should participate to ensure that trail location will net impact thelr uses and to help
find the best location so that environmental harm 18 minimized and areas that can take more abuse are chosen for the routes

Responae: Comment noted

1614 The Draft EIS Summary alludes to a current USFS goal of responding to the demands of the public I fand no fault wath this premise 1f a means can be
1dentified that allows FS planners to hear from the public Sierra Club membership as Just over 500,000 If you received comments £rom evexy
single Sierran and an egual number from wise use advocates, you would be heaxang from less than 1/2 of 1% of the American public Even 1f you add all
27 members of TCONR, you still don’t have the equavalent of a drop 1n a bucket Consequently, I implore you to take guesswork, false assumptions, and
arrogant presumption out of NF mgmt USFS still has professionals wha KNOW how best to manage forests Good mgmt 1s what you were trained for and
ts st1ll what the public most needs from you Most of what has been called anti-timber public comment has in fact been elitist babbling fxom a
relative handful of coercive utopirans whose ultaimate goal i1s to drive loggers out of American forests

cn Nov B8, 1994 we heard from the American public The measaga (public comment) most of us heard was a public desire to return to the basic, dowm-to-
earth, proven standards and values that made America the praeferred alternative of immigrants from all over the world If offiecial USFS policy 18 to
accede to the demands of the public respecting forest management than read your orders from Nov 8 and manage our forests according te the best
management possible consistent with the silvicultural standards you learned in forestry school and have seen proven in practical application

Letter-

Letter: 1614

Response: The IDT appreciates your support
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Comments by Ieeue and Reasponss

Isgue- 13-2 Public inveolvement (process & opportunity)
Letter: 1605 Regarding proposed new developed and Semi-Primitive recreation sites, no requirements are mentioned for site EIS or public comment
Responee: Site specific information will be gathered and provided for public comment when the preject 1a funded

Lettex: 1723 PW-023 - you are cutting out the publie by not allowing them to participate in developing the guidelines for protected habitat fox threatened,
endangered, and exemplary plant communities It 18 standards, not guidelines that are needed so that the FS cannot be so flexable

Response: The IDT relied on documented repearch & specialist’s input in developing this document Review by state & federal agencres with expertise in the area
have indicated this 1s adequate 1n a programmatic document

Letter: 1632 Relevant to the Plan, the inherent nature of the scoping process at the program and project level does not sufficiently empower the public to
influence management directien

Responsa: The NFGT Planning Team followed the direction in the NFE LRMP regs 1n 36 CFR 219 6 for invaiting public participation an the preparation of the RIS &
FLEMP & numbker of federal, state & local government agencies, organizations & individuals were contacted & invited to participate in the planning
process (for a list of these, see the BIS, chapter V) While these procedures may not be to the liking of everyone, they are the procedures we must
follow until they are rewised

Letter: 1723 (pg 229% plan) in other forests some of the interested public are allowed te participate with the interdiscaiplinary team for site specific projects
wWhy as this not true with Texas NFe?

Response: The public can participate with interdisciplinary teams (IDT) and attend meetings provided that meeting particapation is open to everycne However,
only federal employees can be members of an IDT Thisg policy 18 found in the FS NEPA Handbosk, FSH 1909 15, sec 12 1 "The team will consist of
whatever combination of FS staff & other Federal Government personnel necessary to provide the necessary analytical skills " Centinuing in this same
section, "Others may aid or support the interdisciplinary team as determined to be necessary by the reapeonsible official This participation must be
congietent with the Pederal Advisory Committee Act of 1972 (5 USC 86 stat 770, USDA Dept Reg 1041-1, 11/13/85) " The CEQ regs provide much
latitude to the agency & responsible official in determining how to conduct public involvement {see 40 CFR 1508 §) Info on technigques to involve the
public in FS planning & decisionmaking as found in the FS Public Particapation Handbook, FSH 160% 13

Lettexr: 1722 (pg 7 DEIS) for planning the interdisciplinary team needs to have meetings open to the public at times the public can attend Thas should occur for
both thas FP and the site specific interdisciplinary teams that will occur later

Response. The NFGT Planning Team followed the direction in the NFS LRMP regs 1in 26 CFR 219 6 for inviting public participation in the preparation of the EIS &
FLRMP A number of federal, state, & local govermment agencies, organizations, & individuals were contacted & invited to participate 1n the planning
proceas {(for a list of these see the EIS, Chapter V) For site specific projects, the responsible official has considerable latitude in determining
how te inform & involve the publie provided that the requirements of the Federal advisory Committes Act of 1972 are met

Latter: 1723 (pg ¢ plan) describe what the process will be for "development, review, and accomplishment of project implementation by public invelvement and
participation®

Respones: The process for public involvement & participation in projects implementing the Revised Plan 1s discussed in the Plan, Chapter V in the Public
Involvement section of the NEPA Project Reguirements subheading

Letter: 1723 (pg 4 summary) the public should have been invited to formulate alternatives also

Response: Issues & dealing with issues within various alts has been a common thread throughout the planning process
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Irgue* 13-3
Latter-

Latter.

Letter:
Lattexr:
Letter:

Latter:

1632

1648

1679
1723
1722

1723

FLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Issue and Reaponse

Regearch Needs and New Ideas

As RCW management progresses, research needs to be done to determine RCW tolerance of a wider range of conditionsa than te currently being prescribed
RCW management should not be single-species management  This must be guantified an the plan

1 am concerned that planning cycles and short rotation ages lead to a phort-sighted perapective "Long texm sustained yield” means thanking 500
years ahead at a manimum As we do not yet have the science to really know how what we do will affect the fowest on this scale, all decasions should
be aimed at absolute winimum 1mpact on the Fforeat  This perspective will hetter assure that the forest valuea we need are truly managed te be
sustainable
Grazing research should mot be done in research areas. More research natbral areas should be created
{pg 31 Plan) the plant anventory 1s not complete and a lot of species have been added to 1t since 1980
MA-8d-71 - the responses to these natural and human disturbances nearby must be measured to ensure that you know what impact they are having on the
botanical area

you need to establish via a fire history research program what the natural regime, frequency, aintensity, and seasonability of fire was for each
stand

Responae: Comment noted

Lietterxr:

1632

I recommend the initiation of a hiological data base to provade comprehensive and centralized access te Information regardaiby sensitive plant
populations, fragile habitat areas (bogs, wetlands, barrens, etc ) chesmpion trees, and other biclogical rescurces that should be protected Past
degrade of sensitave areas:.could have been avoided 1f land managers had prior knowledge of thelir existence The data base will also provide for new
discoveries and additicns Such comprehensive informaticn is soxely lacking and necessary for adequate protecticen

Reaponse. Recommendation noted

Letter:
Letter:

Latter:

Lattar:

Latter:

Letter-

Letter:

Letter:
Letter

1679
1723

1723

1723

1723

1723

1723

1723
1723

Research 1s needed to define wildlife minimum area requirements and sekablish how fragmentation affects each species

other research includes the eEfects of timber cutting and site preparation on salamanders, soal fungi, and soil micro organisms I have talked to
HElalne Ihgham of COregon State Oniverstiy who 1a doing woxk on the effects clearcsutting and other Fforest practives have on soil fung: and macxobes and

she 18 willing te test aolls in the Texas NP

{pg 35 #2 Plan) I am concerned about research that looks at the need for wvarious Forest wmanagement practices The phrase 18 so subjectave

that 1t can mean anything from protecting raparian areas to allowing dogging in riparian areas Thas 1s not a good example of developing specifire
guestishns that you want anewared about a research topic

{pg 19 Plan) Yyou wehtlon seversl regearch projecta that have been tmitiated. What are the preliminary results of this ongoing research?

It 18 very distressing to see the research needs that were deweloped for the 1987 LRMP are not being researched .. This i1s a backlog of researxrch that
you are supposed to «do, that was put in the last plan, and whach you have not warried out

{pg 33 Plan) you fail to mention the research that is ongeing on the Uanebrake Rattlesnake and the Louisiana Pine Snake You need to talk
about the management implications of the research to date om these bwo species.

(pg 31 Plan) what are the results to date of the Sruthern Forest Expetiment Statien research that was carried cut from the list compiled?

(pg 19 Plan) public input into research programs iz needed., Not just once for the LRMP process but continually throughout the 10 year plan period
(pg 41 DBIB) vou need to list the research that has been anatiated and Finished amd the results so that reviewers can see what xesearch has been

done and how it has been applaed to NF management

Responme: Research anformation provided an FP chapter IIT 1a not intended to detail all projects or all specific aspects of past, present or future research
inveatigaticns It a8 beyond the seope of the FP and EIS to provade this detanl.
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Commants by Izsuas and Responas

Igsue: 132-3 Research Neesds apd Wew Ideas

Lettur: 1808 Thapter ITI, Turvent Ressarch Needs, 1. Habitat requirewment and ecosystem fumcticn, p- 35. A review of the current research needs suggests that the
zoence of econystems mamgerent 1s relataively new, local ecological classaficatyen types have not been completed for the NFs 1n Texas, and there as a
lack of knowledge regarding occurrence and habatat reguirepents of Fedexally-listed species. Therefore, standaxds should be developed (for each
management srea) which sllow anspdments 1p species and habitat management as pew infoomation is obtauned from species surveys and ecological
tlassification adentificataon.

Responss: The IDT agrees., S&E's have been added to the biodiversity section{s} to reflect this.

Letter: 1310 Available repearth an the mae of pheremcnes and on SFA's hap not been incorperated into the Draft Plon. Wiy should anyone believe that other research
adenta Fied as meeded wogld be acted on an the fFuture?

Responme: FW-075 adivessen this aestte. Therzmones cannot be operationally uwsed wmtal spproved by the EPR.

Lettar: ‘1808 New tedmmues, wmang behaviorgl chemrcals, ‘to comtrel] SEB unfectotionsy are being studied and have been successfnl. It 1s recommended that a forest-
wide stamdard =oxd gumdelinme be developed in the Haragememt Flan amd 1n each of the mamagement arwas to adopt these new techmigueg after they are
approved smid an smendment s wade an the BEIS for the suprresmsion of the SPB im the southern Regzom.

Response: Thst ns oor wrtent FW-075 omifresses this assue.
Lettear: 1723 (pg 39 $5 Flam} .. you meed to dafferentiate that the birds being transferred are pairs of Juveniles and not adults.
Response: Tims as detarled an dhe BROW EIS wWinch this dotument imcorporates

Letter: 723 (py 33 Elan) 2t 18 of gredt concern that management practaics gundelines Ior prescrmbed fawe, rperian area management and other wet areas, insect
and disease cmiitpol, wldlafe plantings, nest box inetallatyons, ald growth bottonland bardwood mammgement, Snag metentilon, pine-bhardwood management
‘type, pine shelterwood, -repilated single-tree selection for uneven-mgred stamd structure, group selecticn rn upland pone-hardwood habitat, seed-tree
management, clearcutting, smeven-aged stand managemert and nabmmEl wontrol area wath mo activaties are not set-up yet  The public needs an

opportunity to tomment on these . This LEMP must allow tthis apren, publie mmput to oocour. How will you do this?

Response: These are project-lewel decawrons which requore full compliance wath NEPA

Letter: 157) Whatever management mlbermwsituwe iz ultimately selected, this Department stxongly emcourages cptisns wihich will &llew flexability in management ac that
changes can be adppted ms mew information from the BUS bscomes arvazlable

Rasponsa: The IDT agrees

Iaofie: 13-4 Aiternative Prefakence/dimlike/modification
Jasue: 13-4-1 Alternataive 1
Tugus* 13-4-1-1 Iike - Alternative 1

Letter: 857 I aupport Alternataive 1
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Tagus: 13-4-1-1

Latter

Latter:
Letter:
Latter

Latter:
Latter:
Latter.
Letter:
Letter:
Latter.

Redpona

Iasue: 13-4-1

Issue: 13-4-1

IREue 13-4-2

Iague- 13-4-2

Letter*

Lettar*

Letter

Letter:
Latter:
Latter:
Letter.
Letter:
Latter*

888
1320
1458
1467
1585
1629
1642
1643
1650
1767

FLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Commente by Issue and Response

Like - Altermative 1

At minimum, Alternmative #1 should be left in place

I am writing concerning the use of the Grasslands I am well satisfied with our current management and would like to continue using it
I support open (ORV) use of our National Forest Alternative 1

I encourage you to adopt alternative #1 ox #2

I have read the alternatives and support alt 1

My preferred altexmative 18 1 or 2

I support alt #1 of 1ssue #4 of the Land Management Program

I support alt #1 of issue #4 of the ORV program

I spupport the ORV plan in alternative one

I realize the USFS 18 undexr a federal mandate to protect the RCW, I feel that the current plan 1s adequate Alt 1 would seem to be closer than any
of the others but st1ll falls short in several respects

a: Comment noted

-2

-3

=1

1308

1603

1614

1618
lez27
1634
1651
1676
1677

Dislike - Alternative 1

Modify - Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Like - Alternative 2

I most strongly suppext alt 2 This alternative coste less to implement than the preferred alternatave {4k}, 1t allews for more timber to be
harvested (which, of course, wall be followed by regeneration), 1t allows foxr ample small game habitat, at has the greatest payback to counties, 1t
doesn’t call for excessive road construction, and RCW habitat continues te meet court-mandated guidelaines

The Council supports alternative 2 which emplasized commodity production while providing necessary RCW Habitat as adentified in the RCW draft
guidelines

Although Alt 1 (no change) offers the greatest theoretical haxrvest volume, the lowest USFS budget requirement and contanued coddling of speecial
interest groups, 1t would be pointless teo favor Alt 1 because of the official finding of a "need teo change® Therefore, my preferred alternative 1s
Alt 2

I prefer Alt #2

I favor actavities in alt 2 maintaan the health and productivity of the forest

I prefer alt 2 which emphasizes tree Larming while still providing for RCW & other interests

I suppoxt alt 2 whach emphasized commodity production while still providang the minimum RCW Habitat Management area as identified in the RCW BIS
s0 I am supportang alt 2 of the alts being reviewed at this time regarding the NP use

I would like to endoxrse alt 2 of the DEIS

Appendix-k page 173



PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Issue and Response

Isgus  13-4-2-1 Like - Altermative 2
Letter- 1755 we support alt 2 This altermative will allow for a considerable larger harvesting of timber, whach we hope will cure some of the pine beetle
problem

Response: Comment noted

Igsum: 13-4-2-2 Dislaike - Alternataive 2

Letter, 1723 ({(pg 17-19 DBIS) Alt 2, I am against any emphasis on commodity production since this is against the law and will ensure that RCW will not do well
You allow mencculturea to occur here and in the gensral forest, you allow open riding ORV arxeas, short rotations, even age management

Responae: Comment noted

Inmue® 13-4-2-3 Modify - Alternative 2
Tasuae: 13-4-3 Alternative 3
Imgue: 13-4-3-1 Like - Alternative 3

I favor Alternative 3 as the first cholce and Alternative 4a as a second, but less desirable, choice among advantages of Alterntative 3, in my
profeasional opinion, are. 1) Reduced susceptibilaty te a major pest, the southern pine beetle . 2) higher production of commodities and payments to
counties from scheduled harvests of timber , 3) less need for road reconstruction , 4) reduced costs of management, compared to Altermative b,

a projected savings of $51-2 million annually, 5) sufficient habitat to ensure RCW recovery and stability
3 appeals to me because 1t comes fairly eclose to a harvest regime that equals the growth of the forest while maintaining RCW habitat at an above

This alternative also appears tc provide amenitiea at a moderate level

Lattexr. 12586

Latter. 1438 Alt
minimum level required by law
Latter+ 1733 Overall my choice 1s alt 3 of the DRIS

Response: Comzent noted
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Issue: 13-4~3-2 Dislike - Alternative 3

Letter. 1723 (pg 20-21 DEIS) Alt 3, again this altermative has too much commodity orientation There must be no open riding ORV areas, rotation ages need to be
lopger, even age management needs to be abandoned, the RCW needs older trees, mineral drilling needs to be reduced, and grazing must be reduced

Repponke* Comment noted

Iosue: 13-4-3-3 Modify - Altermative 3
Isguae; 13-4-4 Alternative 4
lague: 13-4-4-1 Laike - Alternative 4

maximized RCW management which is really a way to hide maximum timber production and reduce hardwood competition I am

Letter: 1723 (pg 21-22 DEIS) Alt 4
against even age management and want Hebletts Creek, Bag Woods, and the Angelina River protected

Repponsse Comment noted

Iowue: 13-4-4-2 Dislike - Alternative 4

Issue: 13-4-4-3 Modify - Alternative 4

Latter. 652 I pupport alternative (4b) 1f the wording were changed to allow the cpen riding area
ILetter: 1585 Alt #4 would become my fairet choice 1f 1t Were reworded to allow the open raiding areas to remain open while the additional 200 miles of permanently
marked trall are built and added to the exiating 50-55 miles of BMT This would reduce the load on the exasting trazl system suffering from over

usage already

Reaponse: Comment noted
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PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Conments by Isste and Responee

Issum: 13-4-5 Alternative 4a
Imsue: 12-4-5-1 Like - Alternative 4a
Issue: 13-4-5-2 Dislike - Altermative 4a

Letter: 1723 (pg 21-23 DEIS) Alt 4a, I am against even age management What does managed as an urban forest mean? You never tell how such forests are different,
what special guidelines or standards they have, how their mission differs from the other forest® I oppose open ORV areas and the rotations are too

shoxt for RCW and OG areas

Response:; Comment noted

Tamum: 13-4-5-3 Modify - Alternative 4a

Letter: 288 Alternative #4, 4a, 4b would be prefexable IF the currently designated Open Riding Area (bound generally by Stubblefield Lake Road, FM 1275 and FM

149) 18 left open until the balance of the proposed 250 miles of designated trail 18 complete
Lettar: 1619 T prefer alt 4A except must i1ncrease SPB suppress:ion, timber harvest should be 1ncreased, RCW receiving excessive cohsideration, Herbacades should be

allowed extensively

Response: Comment noted

Isana: 13-4-6 Alternative 4b
Iasue*: 13-4-6-1 Like - Alternative 4b

Lettexr: 990 Alternative 4b seems the bkest Please nc morxe land given to Wildemmess Areas
Latter: 991 I concur with the selegtzon of Alternative 4B as the preferred alternative for the longterm mahagement of the National Forests and Grasslands in

Texas
Lettar: 1409 the plan should be a balanced plan that does not favor any one group of people Alt 4B meems to be the most balanced

Letter: 1436 I agree with your selection of alt 4B as providing the most benefit for everycne involved and at the same time managing the resources of our NF for

generations to come

Letter: 1581 T am pleased waith your new Land Hanagement Draft revision We are locking forward to 250 mles of ORV traals
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Issua, 13-4-6-1

Letter:
Lettar:

Lettar-
Lattar,

Latter.

1763
1775

1808
1838

1838

PLAN RND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Isaue and Raaponse

Lake - Alternative 4b

overall, the preferred alt presented in the Plan represents an earnest attempt to integrate traditional multiple-use activities with other resource
values of the lands in your stewardship In thas regard, the Plan shows promise for establishing ecosystem-based management

I firmly agree to the preferred alternative 4B

We support rmplementation of the preferred Alt 4b, aB 1t related to RCH management and eptablishment of RCW HMas

We concur wath the USF8's determination that Alternative 4b establishes a fair balance in meeting the economic neede of the various forest and
grasaland users and loeal counties, while providing for the protection of RCW and other natural values In addition, this alternative supports the
stated objectives of the NFGT Revised Forest Plan

EPA rates this proposed action/DEIS as "LO", 1 e , BPA had "Lack of Objectiona " Our classification will be published in the Federal Register
according to our responsibility undex Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, to inform the public of our views on proposed Federal actions

Responge Comment noted

Issuet 13-4-6-2

Latter:

Letter
Letter-

Latter

Lattex

Latter:

Letter:
Letter:

Letter

Latter.

Letter.

Lettar.

Latter-

Latter:
Lattar:

27
102

102

200

222

230
417

72z

1257

1303

1310

1314

1452
1600

Dislike - Alternative 4b

I wish to express my opposlition to Alternative 4b because It continues the destructive system of even-age logging (clearcutting, seedtree,
shelterwood cutting}, large group selection ("patch clearcuts") and heavy salvage, The annual Allowable Sale Quantity of 101 6 million board feet 1s
too hagh, Trails and streams are not adequately protected, Too much emphasis 1s placed upen commodaty production (timber, oil, gas, grazing} at the
expense of ecoaystem protection (biediversity, scils, old growth, wildlife)

I oppose Forest Service Management Plan, (Alternative 4B, Draft EBIS )

I am eritical of, and 1n opposition te, the recent Draft Land & Resource Management Plan because 1t continues to allow destructicn of more treea and
land and doesn’t adequately protect present trails and streams

I am not satisfied wath Tx Porest Plan which emphasizes even ade legging I believe inwome will be more fairly distributed throughout communities when
andavidual loggers can make independent livings doing single-tree selection

The proposed policy 1a appalling A careful review of it reveals that 1t 18 nothing more than a continuation of the tranaformation of Texas’ forests
into tree plantationsa

I have very dtrong feelings regarding the PS's recent Draft Land and Rescurces Management Plan {(Alternative 4b, Draft EIS) becausea The board feet
amount per year 1s far too high
I express my opposition to Alternatave 4b, Draft EIS

I oppose this draft FS plan as i1t places too much emphasis on timber, oil, gas, and grazing operatione at the expense of ecosystem protection
(biodiversity, smoile, old growth, wildilife) and preservataion for the future gensrations
Alternative 4B, Praft EIS 18 heavily weighted towards taimber, orl, gas, grazing, etc with 1nadeguate protection for wildlife, baodiversity, old
growth, etc We need protected areap as well as industry
Alternative 4b is NOT satisfactory because it emphasizes business as usual commodity production 18 meore important than ecosystem protection and
recreational use
This office believes Alt 4B, the alt preferred by the NFGT does not offer as much protection to areas with a high probability for containang historic
properties ag do alts & and 7
I like the proposal to protect more of the foreat as special areas However, the balance between protected areas and areas devoted te timber
management 1s sti1ll extremely lopsided

represents some decrease i1n ASQ from the prior plan, actually just brings the ASQ in line wrth current excessive logging
There 18 an excessive emphasis on timber production at the expense of a diversity of more sustainable nonconsumptive uses

have led me to support alternative 1 or 2 I feel the Forest Service’s preferred alternative 4B 15 a misguided attempt to regain control of
Forest Service policy from the federal courts
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Isgue: 13-4-6-2

Letter:

Lettar.

Lattar:

Latter:

Letter:
Latter:

Lettar:
Letter.

Letter:

1603

1605

1631

1634

1640
1723

1733
1765

1801

PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Copments by Isgpus and Respcnse

Dislike - Alternative 4b

The Council opposes the preferred Alt 4b Our comments poilnt to the shortfalls of Alt 4b and to specafic problems ain the planning method used by the
forest

We EFind many failinga and faults waith the preferred alt 4E

I regret that you have chosen alt 4B . I do not agree with your opinion that 1t g the best combination to meet needs for endangered and threatened
specles, ecosystem integrity, and multiple-resource sustainability  Alt 4B continues the dsstructive system of even-aged logging whereas, selection
management should be used for all commercially available pational forest land in Texas

Alt 4B severely restricts the income producing potential of the tamber lands while overemphasizing RCW management I thuink the bixds will survive in
a managed & active tree Earm

Alt 4B allows seriocus habitat and wildlife disturbance with ORV's going cross country in 1/2 the forest, along wath 250 miles of new trails

(pg 23-24 DEIS) Alt 4b, I am agarnst the large MA-2 and HMA which includes all of SHNF %You will reduce hardwoods too much here I am also againet
even age management and open ORV areas The rotatione are too shoxt for RCW and urban forest 1s not explained

I disagree waith 4B as the preferred choice

Alt 4B of the DEIS fails te meet the "Multiple-Use® criterra as regquired by law  Further, by your own figures, it does not comply with prudentc
forest management practices and stewardship of public lands The annual ASQ proposed (101 & MMBF) exceeds the sustainable board feet yield for this
forest by 50%' Your proposed rate of cutting cannot protect the natural ecosystem diversity of planta and waldlife communities

members will be injured in their enjoyment of the forests 1f the agency’'s preferred alt in the draft plan i1 adopted  The preferred alt 4B provides
inadequate protection for sensitive natural areas, such as streams, trails and candidate wilderness and special areas It calls for excessive timber
production geals and continued reliance on "even-aged" logging, to the detriment of the forests’ rich biodiversity and other multiple-uses

Responget Comment noted

Iasue* 13-4-6-2

Letter:
Letter:
Lettex:
Letter:

Leatter:

Laettar:

Latter:

Lettex:

Latter:
Letter,

233
858
887
594

1226

1281

1599

1629

1642
1643

Modify - Alternative 4b

I am opposed to the new Draft Land and Rescurces Management Plan {Altermative 4b, Draft EIS) on several points
hlternative 4B (with the exception of reducing MA-2 to around 30%) 18 the moat fair plan for all interests
X am in favor of the preferred alt (4b)
Wy preferred alternative weuld be 4b 1f the wording were changed to "Open Rading Area" (Sam Houston WF) would ramaan open until the total amount of
designated trail i1s in place and open for use
like to go on record as supporting the preferred alternative (4b) with the following changes The open raiding area should remain open until the

proposed trail additions can be put in place Qur existing desagnated trail system 1s over used now We need Lo do everything possible to cut down
on the concentrated use of this resource The open riding area must remain open until the designated trail system can be expanded to the proposed
plan

Alternatrve 4B seems to he the most acceptable plan, with a few changes Since the LBJ Graaslandas 1a located near the Metroplex, I feel there should
be less emphasgis on grazihng and mere emphasis on wildlife management and recreation

supperts the preferred alternative 4b, with the followaing change The open riding areas should remain open until the proposed trail additions are
established <Closing the open areas would only cause heavier use of the existing trail system
I could support 4B, :f the number of miles were increased to 100 or more If 4B 18 gelected, no old or exastindg trails should be ceased until the new
trail system 18 1in place .
I would rather support alt 4B 1f 1t were written to keep the Open Ridaing Area as 1t currently 28 until more trail mileage is added to replace it
1 would rather support alt 4B of the plan af it prevented closure of The Open Riding Area until more mileage 1s 1n place
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PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Commaents by Issue and Responss

Isaua: 12-4-6-3 Modafy - Alternatave 4b
Latter: 1650 I would alsc support alt 4B 1f the woxrding was changed so that the Open Riding Area would stay open until the total amount of designated trail as

in place If the Cpen Riding Area 18 closed before the designated trails are in place 1t would create even more use of the existing designated traal
The existing designated trails are multi use trails, not just ORV trails Since the existing plan went into effect in 1987 there has not been any
trail added to the designated trail system

Latter+ 1655 the preferred alt 4B offers a good plan for meeting the multiple use goals of the Fg , Before we can fully support , we would like to eee the
following igsues addressed in the plan {letter 1655}

Latter: 1762 We support the preferred alt (4B), although 1t should be aslightly modified

Letter: 1802 proposed decision serlously conflicts with the social objectives as outlined in the DLRMP {(Plan IV-46), "Provide a broad spectrum of dispersed and
developed recreation opportunities to accommodate public demands " we urge these revisions i)retention of open OHV use in the Angelina NF, 2}
Immediate expansron of the designated trail system in the Sam Houston to 200 miles, 3) Recognition and accommodation of Four Wheel Draving as a

neceasary and valid recreaticn, 4} Remove discriminatory references to OHV use and treat OHVers on an egual basis with other recreaticnists

Repponee: Comment noted

Laotter: 216 Please understand that I appreciate your efforts to manage the forest professionally please underatand that I propose the continued use of the
area (Angelina Forest-Boykin) under an OPEN FOREST concept

Response: Improperly located trails and overuse of areas accelerate erosion of areas when 1t rains  OQur antent 1s to properly locate and bhetter manage the ORV
use, thereby minimizing rescurce damage

Letter: 1281 Unats 29, 20 & 75 should be changed from grazing to wildlife management and recreatron We would also like to smee these thrxee units, plus unit 34
dedicated as a permanent field trial grounds

Response:
Grazing emphasis will not preclude wildlife mgmt & field trial ackivities
Iggue: 13-4-7 Alternative 5
Xague 13-4-7-1 Like - Alternative 5
Issue: 13-4-7-2 Dislike - Alternatave 5
Ispue: 13-4-7-3 Modrfy ~ Alternative §
Letter: 1723 { pg 24-25 DEIS) Alt 5 rotations are too short but I support additional wildernese and special interest areas and like the deemphasis in oil

and gas drillaing and grazing
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Iepue: 13-4-7-

3

PLAN AND ETS COMMENTS
Comments by Issue and Reaponse

Modify - Alternative 5

Responsa: Comment noted

Issue 13-4-8

Issum: 13-4-8-

Letter:

Letter.

Letter-
Letter:
Latter:
Latter*
Lettaxr:

Letter-
Latter

Latter-
Letter.
Letter:
Lattar:
Latter-
Latter

Lettar:
Letter:
Letter.
Letter.
Lattar:
Latter:
Letter,
Letter:
Letter:
Latter:
Letter:

1

a7
lo2
108
114
1l1s

222

226
230
233
277
342
343
368
389

371
373
380
386
389
391
414
427

Alternative 6

Lake - Alternative &
I support their (TCONR) decision on the prevention of clearcutting I stall thank that the related technigues are more than plenty

I uxrge you to implement Alt 6 with these major elements Timber harvest using single-tree selectron mgt without herbicides, hn ASQ of 62 9 MMBF
(including salvage), a sensible compromise between zerc-cut, park-like management, and intensive commercial timber mgt, No cutting, except for hazard
trees, or burning withain 150 ft of designated hiking trails, like the Lone Star Haiking Trail, Four C’s Trail, Trail Between the Lakes, and Piney Creek
Horse Trail, Ne cutting or burning inside SMZ's (150 £t from perennial streama, 100 ft from intermaittent streams, 75 ft from ephemeral streams}, No
ORV use off of designated ORV trails Stabilize current trails to stop gullying and erosion No new ORV trails untal current trails are brought up to
standard, Protect Longleaf Ridge (30,000 acres} and Big Creek Area (6,000 acres) as special arxeas, and expand Winter’s Bayou Scepie Area to 1700
areas, No leasing of federal manerals 1nh scenic or botanic arxeas, nor within streamsaide ox trail corridors

I urge you to implement alternat:ive 6 EIS

Please re-consider using alt 6-DEIS which has been carefully thought out to protect our woodlands for future generations

We support Alternmative 6, etc

I am writing to ask you to consider Alternative 6 of the USFS Draft Porest Plan in Texas

I wish to expresa my support of the compromise Forest Management Blan {Alternmative 6, Draft EIS) This plan protects trailse, endangered species and
nearby streams This plan alee balances joba and protectien of the environment Please consider the plan as a compromise amobg Various lnterests

I write you to support Alternative 6 without herbicides
There 18 a plan that ie much better suited for the job that you are empowered to do  That plan i1s Alternative 6, Draft EIS, or the Compromise Forest

Management Plan
Please 1mplement the Compromise Forest management plan (Alt 6, Draft EIS) as a more balanced commercial/ecological plan
I urge you to implement Alternative 6 of the Draft EIS
please implement Altermative 6, Draft EIS
recommend the adoptien of the Compromise FPorest M¥anagement Plan {Alterntive &, BIS)
Thie letter ig to express my support for Altermatave 6 of the braft Environmental Impact Statement
I urge you to implement Altermative 6
I suggest Plan 6
I prefer Plan 6
Please adopt a plan similar to Alternative €
I support plan #6 as endorsed by The Sierra Club of Texas
I suppert Alternatave #6
Please adopt EIS Alternative 6 .
I am strongly convinced that Alternative #6 best reflects the philoscphy for ecologacal management of our natichal foreats
Please Alt #6.
The FS joaned in the Partmers an Flight initiative - please honor that commitment and implement Alter 6, Draft BIS
I am in favor of the suggested alternate Plan 6, and would strongly recommend that it be adopted
I strongly concur with placaing more emphasis on the long term health of our forest rescurces and less on short term timbex production
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Isgsue: 123-4-82-1

Letter:

Lettar:
Letter:
Lettax:

Latter,
Latter.
Letter.
Lettar:
Letter:
Lettaex:

Letter*
Letter
Letter.

Letter:

Latter

Lettax:
Lettexr

Letter:
Letter:
Lettex-
Letter
Letter:*
Letter

Letter.
Letter:
Letter:
Letter:

Leattax-
Latter*
Letter.
Latter:

Letter,

503

524
614
648

649
261
283
1160
1218
1257

1259
1280
1305

1309

1308

1310
1313

1385
14323
1454
1463
1465
1567
1587
1622
1623
1625

1633
1640
1640
1640

1640

PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Conments by Issue and Reaponse

Iake - Alternative &

Pleape adopt Alternative 6 with these major considerations 1 No herbicides (who determines whach plants live or die), 2 Reduced annual sales, 3 HNo
cutting within 200 feet of any stream (high water), 4 No ORV except on existing designated trails, 5 Protect areas of special significance (no
cutting), 6 Phase out all grazing, 7 No drilling or mining i1n or near sensitlve areas

I prefer Alternate 6 of the EIS draft over 4b

I would like to advocate that you go with the Ferest Management Plan {(Alternative &, Draft EIS)

I reapectfully ask that your organization support Alternative & in the Draft Forest Plan without herbicides and with Longleaf Ridge National
Recreation and Wildlife Area

I feel the best and only alternative i1s Alternative #6

(alt 4b draft EIS) favors commercial exploitation over ecosystem protection I urge you to implement a compyomise Forest Momt Plan (Alt 6 draft EIs)
The only acceptable plan in your DEIS 1s Alternative &

I favor alternatave §, Draft RIS

Our grand children & great children will know we protected a praceless treasure 1f Alternative §, Draft EIS 18 implemented

Alternative 6 also makes the forests and grasslands look like I want them to look like an the future, Alternative 6 manages the land in a way that
t8 ¢logest to what I consider good management of the forests and grasslands please use Alternative &

I am 1n favor of Alternative € of the Draft RIS
A compromise [Alternative §) would be good for government and environmental interests
Alts 6 & 7 both greatly ilncrease the width of the streamside and bottomland zones that are kept free from timber haxvesting Although this management
practice 1 primarily intended to increase biodiversity, 1t also will serve te protect histori¢ properties, since thepe zones have the highest
potential for containing archeological sites
Alts € & 7 both have the greatest number of Special Management Areas where impacts of all kinds, including those from recreation, are strictly
controlled Again, by removing more areas from potential ampacta, historic propertieas will fare better than under cther alta Under the FS8/SHPO
Heritage Mgt Plan, additional historic mgt areas are proposed, which we believe should be ¢onsidered to enhance cultural resource protection on the
forests
In our cpinlon, alt &, whach prohibats all ORV use, offers the best protection for cultural resources ORVe used in an off-trail settaing during wet
conditions can create serious ruts which damage shallow archeological depoaita  Alt 7, which eliminates open use of ORVs and confines such use to a
trail system may be a more realistic compromise, since people whe own ORVe are going to go somewhere te use them At least there ip some degree of
contrel of their use under alt 7
The ASQ and the land allocataone are a better balance between commedity production and ecosystem protection and guality recreation
Why 18 the FS proposing in the Draft Plan a continuatien of this destructive system of sven-aged logging and salvage? Perhaps the answer lies in the
projected annual Allowable Sale Quantity of 101 6 million board feet Thas projecticon 1s toc high, unsuetainable, and simply poor management
Alternative 6 of the Draft Envirenmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) offers a compromise between a no-cut management, national park management, and
your intensive commerical timber management
Altexrnative 6 represents the best compromise between commodity production and non-consumptive use
I believe the new Forest management plan should be alternative & in the (DEIS)
Hay vou deem the altermatave &, draft EIS to be a viable compromase {(tc ALt 4B)

I urge you to adopt alt 6, which 1s much more sympathetie te the needs of wildlife and the general visiting publac
I urge you to adopt Alternative &
support Alternative 6 of the Draft BIS
Please support alternative 6

I recommend alt & over the other proposed alts
I urge you to support Alt 6 of Draft EBIS
After considering all the alternatives in the BIS and readang all the information you have sent wme - the alternative number six (6} closest fits my
concerns for the future of ouxr forests Thege great lands mupt be preserved for all - not exploited for the profit of the few
My overall comment would be to implement alt &
I am opposed to the F8's alt 4B and urge you to implement alt 6
Alc 6 with no leasing in wilderness, ecenic ¢r biologic areas and elsewhere, not to be within 150¢ of streams or traile 1s recommended
Alt 6 1s superlor to alt 4B since alt & supports wildlife habitat quality and guantity by having over 2 times as many wildermess areas, research
natural areas, wild and scenic areas and 2 more riparian/wildlife areas
Wildlife w11l have more nestinhg cavities, mast cover with alt 6
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Iague* 13-4-8-1

Lattar:
Letter:

Letter:

Letter.

1658
1723

1723

1776

PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Issue and Response

Like - Alternative 6

2dopt alternate § of the DRIS, which I gupport
(pg 26-27 DBIS) Alt 6, I agree waith uneven age wmanagement and like that there 18 no herbicide use I agree with the wildermess and special
1nterest areas designations and agree to limiting ORV use I agree with lamiting mineral extraction

the alt locks geod and 1f you gave 1t a fair chance and were not so biased then it would be even a better alt than i1t i1s I object to your
biag
I favor alt ¢

Responge Comment noted

IBRue: 13-4£-8-2

Iasue: 13-4-g-3

Letter:

Lattex:

Latter.

Latter-

Lattaer-*

Letter:
Lattexr

Lattar:

Letter.
Letter:

Leattex.

Lietter:
Lettar:

51

58

Bl

349

364

366
3a7

415

700
1166

1228

12EB8
1310

Dislike - Alternative 6

Modify - Alternative 6

1 ) Allowable sale quantity 62 ¢ million feet 2 ) No disturbance of streams 3 } LIMIT ORV ACCESS 4 ) Protect Longleaf Ridge & Big Creek Area 5 } Limit
o1l co’'s abuses € ) Make timber co’s pay for the roada and timber

Let’s stop damaging the forest by cutting 2t down, spraying with herbaicides, putting in steck anamals which don’t belong i1n a forest, driving 3
wheelers where they don‘t belong Let’as leave i1t alone so we can see, feel and hear the foreat for what it 18

Streams need additional protectieon

I am writing in support of a forest management plan modeled after alt ¢ of the DEIS The following should be implemented restricted cuttaing
along designated hiking traila for 200 feet, no cutting and burning within 100 te 150 feet of streama, ne further expansion of ORV tramils but instead
repalr exasting trxails, no federal leasing in sensitive scenic or botanical areas of minerals and expand Winter’'s Bayou Scenlc Area

I am very much opposed to your management plan your plan promotes production rather than protecting and maintaining our forests for future
generations I suggest no more than 50 million board feet annually
I firmly support Alterxmative 6, but I do support prescribed burning

pupport Alternative #6 for the most part hewever, I would NOT support NQ o1l & gas exploratich but keep it cut of wilderness, stream corridors,
ete I would urge that SMZ’s be increased to 150 feet at least - with addaitional width for ephemeral and intermittent streams
I would suggest no GRV use off designated QRV trails, ne cutting except hazardous trees or burning within 150° of designated trails, timbex

harvest by saingle tree selection

We don’'t want to see and smell herbacides, clearcutting, erosion and burning'

I urge you to implement alternative &, Draft EIS with twe major changes 1) designate Longleaf Ridge as a Recreational and Wildlife area instead of
as a wilderness

I would like to see 2 Streamside mgmt zone- no prescribed burning 3 Hiking trails- no relecating trails for logganhg purposes, no prescrlbed
burning, ne pine beetle cuts, 150 £t corridor on each side of trail, 4 Off Road Vehieles- keep them on ORV trails a user fee could be used to get
funde for these tralls maintenance, 5 Southern Pine Beetles- no cutting at all in wilderness areas, streamside or trail areas, 6 Special Use Areas-
increase Big Creek Scenlc Area to 6000 acres, name Longleaf Ridge in Angelana NF as Natlonal Wildlife Recreation and Congservation Area

Alternative Number Six {6} of the Draft Revised Land and Reeources Management Plan, with some modifications, seems best suited for that objective

I‘'d li1ke to register my support for alt 6 with two changes one, that 24,000 to 230,000 acres of national forest land in the Longleaf Ridge area be
depighated a Conservation, Wildlife and Recreation area, and two, that federal ©1l and gas may be leased, except in wilderness, scenic, botanical and
other apecial areas, with surface use stipulations forbadding occupancy wathin SMZ's and trail corridors
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Isgua: 13-4-8

Tattar:

Letter:

Letter.
Letter:

Lattarx:

Latter.

Letter:

Latter:

Lattax:

-3

1435

1440

157S
1605

1616

1617

1626

1667

1765

PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Issus and Responsae

Modify - Altexmative 6

geveral of the plans have good and poor features For example, plan & recoumends selection cutting which 1s good, but prohibate wmining which, 1£ done
properly, can be a viable part of the management plan

I urge you to implement alternative 6 (DRIS), with two major changes 1) Designate Longleaf Ridge as a Recreational and Waldlife area 2}
Leasing of Federal minerals ip acceptable except in wilderness, scenic or botanic areas, or within streamside and trail corridors

I support alternative & of the DEIS

We strongly support alt 6, with some changes, to wit, that Longleaf Ridge be designated a Conservation, Wildlafe, and Recreataon Area, and that
tederally owned minerals could be leased, except in wilderness or any type of special area

I support alternative #6 with 2 exceptions EBxclude herbicide use and make Longleaf Riddge a National Recreation and Wildlife area instead of a
wilderness area

I support aternatave 6 with two exceptions  Exclude the use of herbicides, and make Longleaf Ridge a National Recreation and Wildlife Area instead of
a wilderness area

The plan that comes alosest to wmy vision for how the National Foreats in Texas should be managed 15 alt &  However, this alt ghould be alterad to
allow the following Some use of controlled burning and limited mineral activity,

A straw poll taken at my work place vielded uniform suppert of (alt &) A balanced approach, erring if necessary on the side of protection, was
favored

Alt 6 of the DEIS is the preferred RESPONSIBLE option It should be modified to make the Longleaf Ridge and Big Creek areas, "Recreation' and/or
"Coneervation" areas and not be given "Wilderness" designation

Regponas: Comment noted

Insuas 13-4-9

Iesum: 13-4-5-1

Letter:

Letter:

95%

1723

Alternatave 7

Like - Altexrnative 7

I recommend that Management Area Alternative 7 be adopted by NFGT for the £inal LRMP, i1t provides a reasonable mix of timbering, grassland management,
recreation, as well as the preservation and protection of streamside zones, wilderness areas, and special areas

(pg 27-28 DEIS) Alt 7, I am against herbicide use and I like the use of some prescribed fire I like limiting ORV use to current trails and reduced
mineral development

Response Comment noted

Insue: 13-4-9-2

Drslike - Alternative 7
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PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Iasue and Respongme

Isgue 13-4-95-3 Modify - Altermative 7
Issuae: 13-5 Goales Preference/dislike/modification

(pg 46 Plan) the F3 needs a manual with pictures of all the sensitive plants and animals so that FS personnel, other resource agency personel, and

Latter: 1723
individuals intexested in sensitive ppecies preotection can help find where these species are in the forest and assist the FS in protecting them

Responsa Given sufficient funds, this might be accomplished

Letter: 52 Flease set apide OUR forests for protection as natural areas and recreational use

Regponset One of the purposes of the FS 1z to supply timber NF are managed for renewable and non-renewable resources which include but not limited to
recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values without i1mpalrment of the
productivity of the land "{FLPMA Section 103 (c}} Hational parks and monuments were created to presexve There 15 no commodity production in a

National Park The NFGT are part of the FS, not the NPS

proposals for the RMA or the SFA Experimental Forest, nor in the section regarding
as kenaf or hemp or sisal or cotten , nox on constructien

products, and so on

Letter: 1453 there 18 no alternative materials discussion in
Planning I see no menticn of research or development on such paper pulp opticons

alternatives such ap minimall steel framing, flyash conarete, rammed earth, caliche

Response: Repearch anformation provided in FP chapter III 1s not intended to detail all projects oxr all apecific aspects of past, present or future research

nveastigations It 18 beyond the scope of the FP and EIS to provide this detaxl

1s te be more wilderness candidates and where they are, at decides
where wald and scenic and recreation rivers
It 1e

Latter 1723 (pg 42 plan} actually does make some site specific decisions It decides 1f there
where special management areas will be, where research natural areas will be, where campgrounds will be,
will ke, where timbering i1s allowed, There are alot of site specific decisiona including how land will be classed as LTA's under the BCS

very odd that no site specific decision since the 1987 plan was approved has ever had an EIS done on it This seems contrary to NEPA and CEQ

regulaticns sustainabilaity”

Response’ The revised FP 18 a programmatic document that sets direction for implementing the preferwved alternative The decisions to be made 1in this revision

can be found ain Chapter 1 of the EIS

Letter: 1723 need to define naturally diverse and "long-term sustarnabalaity™

Response Natural diversity i1s best defined through the many elements & criteria in the ECS, sustainability of the FP exceeds 150 years

Tasue 13-6 Objectives Preference/dislike/modification

(pg 48 #k Plan) you must only allow land use on NF lands that does not degrade the NF lands and maintains ecosystems and therr processes

Latter. 1723
Plan) the PS8 recognizes the importance of riparian areas but does not go far enough  There should be no legging of these areas for any

Latter 1723 (pg 46,

purpose
Letter: 1808 Chaper IV, Management Objectives, p 48 We recommend adding the following phrase to statement 3({k),
endangered species will continue to be protected according to the Endangered Species Act " We alsc suggest changing the statement 4(d) to read,

"pProvade high quality pine and hardwood saw-timber and othexr forest products " Additionally, we question whether or not 1t will be feasible to supply
a continual flow of high gualaity pine and hardwood products

" and when Federally-listed threatened and/or
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PLAN ARND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Iassue and Response
lggue: 13-§ Objectives Preference/dislike/modification

Rasponse: Comment noted

Letter: 9 I support thie plan with the exception of the lack of detailed descriptions of timber cutting methods
Repponse* Timber cutting methods are explained in App J of the EIS

Letter: 1723 (pg 52-53 Plan} you de not explain how you derived the downed wood and enag numbers as being sufficient What are they sufficient for® What level of

wildlife populaticons? How do they compare to hnatural amounts of dead weod?
Responsa These estimates are not supported by literature & were dropped from the MIS last
Letter: 1723 (pg 46, LRMP) vhy are only fire dependent LLP and SLP ecosystems emphasized here®

Response: These communities have the most to galn via restoration, all communities will be restored, but not to the levels of LLP & SLP that exceeds 100,000

acres
Letter. 1723 (pg 52-53 Plan} Nodding Nixie 1s not just a species of the longleaf pine woodlands you do not have pepulaticens for all species like Loulsiana
Black Bear and other apecies Slender Wakercbins I have seen are not in dry forests but mesic slopes and woodlands Your vegetation group, dry-
mesic and Xeric cak-pine forests makes no sense  Something ¢annot be dry and mesic at the same time and cannct be Xeric and wmesic at the same
time
Letter: 1723 (pg 52-53 plan} Bobwhite should not be common to all land areas because it 18 an upland grasslands barxd I believe having Fox Squirrels for all
lands also does not make sense I believe that Louipiana Waterthrush 1s a good i1ndicator for interior forest ppecies This bird should be used

as an indicator number of other palamanders ecould be used because they can indicate the impacts that clearcutting i1s having on forest dwellers
all timber actaivities could be well monitored by using salamanders

Responae The MIS table has been changed, wmany changes reflect your concexns

Issue 12-7 Management areas preference/dislike/modification

Letter+ 1604 The Draft EIS at 5 arbitrarily limits the red-cockaded woodpeckexr (RCW} habatat in {(Alternative 6 and 7) 212,824 acres, and then would "leave sub-
populations asolated between forested areas that are not managed according to RCW EIS standards RCW peopulations would expand to recovery levels,
but probably not beyond that " In contrast, under Alt 4b the RCW habitat {MA-2) would be 338,637 acres {(DEIS B8E) "RCW population could expand
beyond recovery objectives " Thia forces us to choose between (a) changing Alt 6, (b) acecepting the limits therein to RCW expansion, and {¢)
explaining away the DEIS premise that management according to BEIS/RCW standards 1s better for RCW
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Iesus, 13-7

Responfe*

PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Xesrue and Response

Management areas preference/d2zslike/modification

Ten alts were considered in detail in the EIS Any ohe could be selected as the preferred only i1f the RF i1dentifies it as the alt that maxaimizes net
public benefrts Different individual organizations or agenciles place different weights on the amportance of providing various ugea, values, products,
& conditions This fact results in dipagreement between these various entitles over whach alt should be selected as the revised NFGT Plan Our
planning effort was driven by making careful balances between alts of all user needs This was done in a sensitive manner to reduce conflict, sustain
the environment & yet provide the maximization of net public benefits The RF has identafied Rlt 8 as the FS preferred alt in the FEIS Thiz alt

was developed toe respond to a wider array of uses, values, products, & conditions Publaic comments, national & regional policy, all applicable laws
such as BSA, Antrquities Act, Clean Water Act, etc , and the analysis of resource opportunities aid the RF in reaching this decasion

Issue: 13-7-1 DEFC
Letter: 1723 (pg 16 Summary) I want the driving direction for the grasslands to be restoration to native grassland species I drsapprove of your statement on

pg 44 DEIS where you say "These pastures of bermuda or lovegrass are managed to complement native prairie land and inerease grazing capacity” what
you are saying is that you will not manage by ecosystemn mahagement If you were you would restore the native tall ¢grass prairied and not cultivate
exotice that compete and take over frxom native grasses

Detter: 1808 Chapter IV, Desired Future Condition, p 45 Language i1n the DEIS provided for allowing development of cul and gas wells along major travelways To

Response.

reflect this 1n thie section of the Managment Plan, the atatement regarding scenery along major travelways should be revised te read, "Scenery along
most of the major travelways, lake shores, and river corridore will develop and mwarntain a variety of sceniec qualities, including some areas with an
older-forest character * It 1s further recommended that a statement in MA-1-82 and Mi 2-62 be developed to include that well sites and assogiated
facility locatacns may be placed in majer roadways to reduce forest Eragmentation

Comment noted

Latter: 1808 Chapter IV, Plan, Desaired Future Condition, p 44 While we agree that examples of natural succession oh forest and grassland ecosystems will be

Repponaas

demonstrated through mere areas that are managed for special attributes, we are concerned that these may become the only areas within which ecosystems
management will be implemented The concept of a forestwirde ecosystems management plan should be sincerely put inte practice

The FS will use ecosystem wmanagewent as the meang to meet goale specified an the revised EP Ecosystem wanagement ig the weans te an end I 18 not
the end 1tself The FS does not manage ecogystems just for the sake of managing them or for some notion of intrinsrc ecosystem values They are
managed for specific purpeses such as proeducing, restoring, or susbaining cextain ecelogical conditicona, desired resource uses and products, vital
environmental servaices, and aesthetic cultural or spiritual values. For the P$, ecosystem management means to produce desired resource values, uses,
products or servicesz 1n ways that alse sustain the diversaty and productivity of ecosystems This 18 neither product-oriented bias nor a nature-
orrented bias In some places, the emphasis 18 on ecclegical conditions and envixenwmental services In others, it 18 on resource products and uses
Overall, the mandate 18 tc protect envirchmental quality while alasc producing on a sustainable basis, resources that people need

Letter: 1723 (pg 44) Loblolly Pine usually oceurred on the slopes and bottoms and not in the uplandz So why do you want predominantly Loblolly in the uplands

Loblolly naturally grew in dense stands 8o why do you want to manage 1t as an open forest® areas of potential 06 forest need to be 1dentified
now go that the public can review your decision on thig define what "older forest character" means you tyy to make wilderness sound
unattractive gaying it grows up inte thickets
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Isgue: 13-7-1 DRC

1
’ FPLAN AND EIS COMMENTS

Repponga: Pg 44 describes the DFC for NFET Loblolly pine is only mentioned in the paragraph that states "Areas of the Forest will generally develop older tree
conditaons, including bottomland hardwoods, mixed forest uplands and upland pine areas with an open character of lengleaf, shortleaf, and loblolly
pine stands *

Isgue. 13-8 WEPA Process & Procedure
Letter 1723 I am totally against MA-8b-112, where i1t says that timber can be cut for non-timber geoals

Ragponse. Comment noted

Letter: 1723 {pg 139 DEIS) the FS 1p not taking cumulative effects properly into account eather in this EIS or site specific ones You have not done a proper
Job on cumulative environmental assessment in this DRIS because you have not logked at past, present, and reasonable forseeable future impacts from
oil and gas drilling activities You leave out the past and present such activities on both National Forest and private lands that are adjacent or
nearby NF lands Such envaironmental impackt assessment 15 required under CEQ mandatory regulaticns

Letter 1723 You ignore the cumulative impact that occur when private mainerals are on federal forest land the FS dves not do any environmental analyszs
even though NEPA and CEQ regulations do nob exempt the F5 from doing environmental analysais by not doing any environmental analysis when private
wmineral raghts on federal lands are 1nvelved you eliminate the ability of the FS to mitlgate the damage you ignore these indavidual and cumulative

impacts and how yvou can reduce impacts slsewhere to make up for these impacts

Repponse. It 18 1mportant to understand that there are two levels of decision making in the PS8  The PP represents only the first level of decision making about
the management of the NFGT Site-specific, project planning to iwmplement the goals and objectives of the FP 1s the second level of decision making
"Cumulative impact" 1s the "impact on the environment whach results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions " (40 CFR 1508 7) Cumulative impacts are among the effects (40 CFR 1508 8) that must be included an
considexing the environmental consequences of actions (40CFR 1502 16) The "acticn" represented by a FP 18 the selection of a programmatic framework
ko guide future decision making on the foreat, using FP management direction as a gateway to compliance with environmental lawa at the project and
activity level A FP is not an aggregation of 10 to 15 years of individual project decisions The EIS for a FP ia, therefore, programmatic in
nature Compliance with NEPA 1s reguired at the point of an "irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources " In wost cadges, this commitment
takes place at the specafac project/activaty decasion point Therefore, the EIS for a FP commonly does not contain sate-specific data or disclose
srte-specific environmental effects, project alternatives, or the cumulative effects of indivadual projects/activities that have not vyet been
scheduled

Letter: 1723 (pg 228 plan) . what guidelines does the Forest have for the determination of glearcutting being the optimum wmethod? You must give these now to guide
si1te apecific determinaticne The same holds true for stand ceonversions

Respponse
Under the requirements of NFMA, site-speeafic analysis and discleosure 1s needed te support any decision on clearcutting as being "optimum” or other
even-aged regeneration methods as being *appropriate” Many of the alternatives limit the use of certaln even-aged or uneven-aged regetieratlon
methods where the use of such methods would not achieve the objectives of the management areas within those alternatives
Latter. 1723 I am also concerned that you apparently allow amendments too easily during the project level decisions

Response: Any amendment will follow NEPA procedures
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Iasue 13-8 NEPA Process & Procedure

Letter: 1723 (pg 16, LRMP) demand 18 different from need You do not talk about alternatives to cutting, like recyeling wood or wood substitution  Yet NEPA
and CEQ regulations requare that even alternatives that are net under FS power need to be assessed and requires that all reasonable be locked at

Response: The CEQ regs reguire agencies te *Include reaschalbe alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency* {40 CFR 1502 14 {c)) Various
levels of timber harvesting were considered in the altexnatives, with annual ASQs ranging from 62 8 MMEF 1n Alt € to 144 5 MMBF in Alt 2 Chapter II
of the BIS digcusdes the alternatives & how they were developed & refined, as well as discussing altermatives that were elaminated from detailed
study  Obviocusly, the number of alternatives that could be developed to direct the management of an area as large as the NFGT 1s infinitely large A
range of alternatives was developed teo address publac comments, issues, & legal regquarements

Letter: 1723 (pg 53 DEIS) project by project decisions do not look at cumulative impacts from all past, present, and foresesable future decaisions on FS lands and
adjacent private lands Yet this level of environmental analysie i1s needed i1f a landscape ecosystem management perspective 18 to he used

Response: Cumulative impacts of proposed actions & alternatives have been addressed in site specific projJect BAs As we refaine our ecological clagsification
gystem & acoayaten mgmt procedures, we will be abla to better define cumulative impacta of astivities on the HFGT

Lettar. 1723 problem with site specific environmental analys:s is that there has never been, sance the 1987 FP was approved, a gite agpecafic EIS done on any of
the four Texas NFs You must give guidance in the FP when an EIS will be done on a site specific project and cumulative impacts will be looked at in
every environmental analysis no matter what the level of analysas

Regponse: The CEQ regulations provide ample direction for determining when to prepare an BA & when to prepare an BIS (see 40 CFR 1501 3 & 1501 4)

Letter 1723 ({pg 8 plan) there 18 no officially approved plan The 1987 plan was remanded back to be revised and was not approved Therefore, in my view, all
decisions that have been tiered to the 1987 FP and DEIS are 1llegal because the 1987 FP was net approved

Regponse: The 1987 FLRMP was approved by RF John Alcock on May 20, 1987, as correctly stated in the Revised Plan, chapter II, page 8 The 1987 FLRMP was
remanded by the Chief of the PS for re-analysis due teo appeals & court ordera The Chief’s remand letter of Apral 1, 1989 provided direction for
interim wgut of the NFGT as follows "Por those areas withan 1,200 meters of astave & inactive RCW colenies {(approximately one-third of the area of
the NF), mgmt wall be conducted in accordance with the decision of the Federal District Court & any future court rulangs Except as provided below
regarding apprepriate silvicultural systems, mgmt oFf the remaining two-thirds of the NFs will be conducted in accordance with the momt prescripticns
& standards & guidelines contained an the FP approved by the RF on May 20, 1987 "

Latter. 1723 ginee the 1987 plan .. no cumulative impacta have ever been done for all past, present, and foreseeable future @il and gas and cther activities
in the forest and no EIS has been done for any activity In addition you de not define *significantly exceed" In other forests EIS’s are done
when wells are proposed to be drilled Why i1s this not done in Texas?

Response: Cumulative impacts of proposed actions & alternataves have been addressed in site specafic preject EAs The ZIS Appendix C has an extensive digcussion
of past, present, & reasonably forseeable development of o1l & gas resources BAnalys:is & decision making guidelines for drilling ecperations are
outlined on page 30 of Appendix €, & guidelines for field development are on page 43 of Appendix C The definition of sagnificance ig found ain the CEQ
rege at section 1508 27, & takes anto account both the context & antensity of proposed actions Guidance for determining when to do an EA or an BIS
18 found in the CEQ regs 1n sections 1501 3 & 1501 4

Letter. 1808 To date, the USFS has not determined the cumulative impacts of paat, present, and future o1l and gas exploration and developments on the RCW, the rare

plant ¢ommunitaes, particularly the LL pane/bluestem community, and on the interior forests in each of the NFs i1n TX In order to be in compliance
with the NEPA, 1t 18 recommended that these ampacts be determined
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Insue, 13-8 NEPA Process & Procedure

Regponse The BIS Appendix C discugses past, present & reasonably forseeable development of o1l & gas resources Impactz of o1l & gas development proposals will
be addressed on a site specific basis A discussion of standard operating procedures for leasable energy minerals is found in EIS Appendix C, pages
33-51 Forept-wide standards & guidelines for mineral rescurce ackivities are located in the Revised Plan, Chapter IV, pages 69-71, & include
provisions to guide environmental analysis Also, Mgmt Areas 3,4,5,7,8a, 8b, 8c, Bd, 8f, 9a, Sb, 10a, 10b, & 11 have additicnal standards &
guidelines for mineral actavities

Letter: 1723 large loophole that means major changes can be made under the guise of site specifics Where 1p the guadance te districts to ensure that this
kind of action does not occur?

Responge: Project level decisicng must adhere to Plan direction Full review, internal & public review, externally ensure compliatice & elamination of perceived

loopholes
Iusue 13-9 General
Letter. 1722 (pg 48f plan}, mimimizing insect and disease loss should not be a goal You should allow insects and disease to play their natural role in the
foreat

Response: $PB control 18 given prierity in wmost management areas in order to protect the pine resource which will help provaide for multiple use and lead to
sustained yield as mandated in the MUSYA  SPB contrel 1s not given high priority in management areas where natural proceasases are the main foocus, such
as walderness

Letter 1723 {pg 50 plan) I do not like guidelines because they give too much flexabilaty

Letter: 1723 (pg 51 plan} I feel your management area ecosystems are not sufficiently broken down You heed S & G's for each ecotype that you work in down to stand
level and even inclusions less than 10 acres in size

Latter 1723 MA-BE£-92 - make sure that unprogrammed timber harvest is not allowed also

Latter: 1723 MA-4-111 - I want no timber cutting of any kind for any purposie except for andividual hazard trees in lwminent dangerx of falling in an area wheye the
public often i1s found

Response: Comment hoted

Letter: 1723 (pg 49 plan) need to define Ecosystem Management here what do you mean by an "ecological approach to management®" Your discussion of BM does not
gound like what came out of the Chief’s cffice three years ago Please explain you views crigan and its relationship to what the Chief has said

Responee: The FS will use ecosystem management as the means to meet goals specified in the rxevised FP Ecosyatem management 1s the means to an end It is not
the end itself The F3 does not wanage eccsystems just for the sake of managing them or for some noticn of 1ntrinsic eccaystem values  They are
managed for specific purpeoees such as producing, restoring, or sustaining certaln ecological ceonditions, desired resource uses and products, vital
environmental services, and aesthetic cultural or spiritual values For the FS, ecogystem management means to produce desired resource valuea, uses,
products or services in ways that also sustaln the diversity and productivaty of ecosystems This 1a neither product-oriented bias nor a nature-
oriented bias In gome places, the ewmphasis 18 on ecolegieal cenditicns and envirenmental services In others, i1t 1s on resource products and uses
Overall, the mandate 35 to protect envircnmental gualaty while alse producing on a sustainable basis, rescurces that pecpls need
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Issua: 13-9 General

Latter: 1723 (pg 124) you leave too much to site analysis which never oceurs You need standards that apell out that riparian areas are off limits Nothaing
lesz 18 sufficient

Ragponse The purpose of streamside zZones 18 not to set aside and not manage, 1t 18 alsc net to manage for timber  Purpose 1a for management for wildlife and
recreation and to protect streams

Letter: 1723 (pg 10, Plan) sceni¢ areag have not been managed to protect their scenic gualities BCSA has been devastated by SPB cutting you have
allowed o1l and gas drilling in Waintexrs Bayou

Reaponne. The FS can not stop mineral raights owners from dr:lling to recover their minerals The SPB cutting in BCSA were done to protect the scenic gquality of
the rest of BCSA

Latter: 1723 seems that the FS 1o digtorting wildernesg valuesg and potentials and ignoring the will of Congress and what Congress has said was sufficient for
wildernees an the past

Responsae Wilderness management an Texas has beenh in accordance with the Wilderness Act of 1984

Letter 1723 (pg 13 DEIS) you state that the ranger districts developed three different strategiea There needs to be a pummary of what these were and how they
differed from each other and what the planning team wanted The public needs to see what the feeling of the FS itself 18 about this plan

Raaponsa: Alternatives 2,3, & 5 were developed by the district

Letter: 1723 (plan pg 85) you ignore the hardwoods on the uplandes and have too short rotations  You need 200 yrs for Leblelly, 250 yrs for SLP and 300 yrs
for LLP and let upland and bottomland hardwoods live as long as possible

Rasponae: The IDT a8 not aware of any dotumented research to support thas
Latter: 1723 (EIS appendix J}, 18 not even listed in the table of contents
Rasponse: Thank you for bringing this to our attention
Letter: 1723 {pg 48g plan) yvou do not have a prescribed burning prograk that mimics natural scosystem eveolution

Response: Lightning fires were only ohe source of pre-gettlement aignition Nat:ve american burning i1s alsc part of the fire hastory of these areas The planned
burning cycles are part of the overall mgmt 1intended to produce the DFC's The DFC’s provide the diversity reguired by the NFMR

Letter: 1723 (pg 2 DEIS) maximizing publie benefits may not be what you want Can you define this? Is there only one way to maximize public benefits or are there

many ways? Which one 1s beat? This 18 a subjective choice &After all many of the benefits cannot be valued in dellara and therefore lose out i1n a
straictly capitalistic totalang of the benefits
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Isaue 13-9 General

Responae: A definition of pet public benefits 2s found in the FS Planning regs at 36 CFR 219 3 "An expreseion used to sagnify the overall leng-term value to
the nation of all outputs & pesitive effects (benefits) lese all assocaated inputs & negative effects {costs) whether they can be quantitatively
valued or not Net publiec benefitse are measured by both guantitative & qualitative criteria rather than a single measure or index The maximization of
net public benefits to be deryved from mgmt of units of the NFS 1s consistent with the principles of multiple use & sustained yield The Planning
regs require "Mgmt direction shall (1) Include regquirements for analysis to determine programs that maximize net publie benefits, consistent with
locally deraved information about production capabilities " (36 CFR 219 4{a)} In section 21% 12{f) the planning regs also state that "the primary
goal in formulating alternatives, basides complying with NEPA procedures, 1s to provide an adequate baeis for identifying the Alt that comea nearest
to maximizing net public benefits, consistent with the resource integration & wmgmk vrequirements of sections 219 23 through 219 27" The EIS8 App B 1s
an extensive deseription of the analysis process used to evaluate each of the alts including the basic assumptions, modeling components & 1lnputs,
rules, methods, & constraints that were used

Latter: 1723 (pg 43 plan} you do not have ECS completed so how can the public raticnally pass judgement on what you will d&&  You in essence rob the public of
input by providing ne final product and the opportunity to comment on it

Responee’ BCS 18 a continually developing & improvement effort as more informaticn 18 gained, clearer identification of ECS compohents will be descrabed
Numerous state, federal, and university persomnel, as well as organizations and individuals have provided information Your input 18 alec welcome

Letter: 1605 The documentation of Roadless Areas 1s anadequate The EI3 deoes not document the effects of building roada and cutting timber
Responee: All roadless proposals are evaluated by a standard set of criteria that has been established by DOI sance RaRE T

Latter: 1632 I reject the arguments made in App 7 that maximum growth rates of pine should be the determinate factor in selection of silvicultural aystems
Dendrochronologic studies of virgain pines and the lumber they yielded reveal considerably different growth dynamics than plantation-grown pines

Response. The IDT 1e unsure what this comments refers to. App J describes the silvicultural systems & thear related regeneration methods, & the aspecies
requirements of some trees known to occur in TX

Letter: 1632 FS needs to investigate metheds of inducang variable growth rates in stands to more closely mimic natural dynamics
Response* We agree, this is presently being researched

Letter 1723 {pg 50 plan) define “equitable balance of resource values
Ragponse,. Equitable 1s defined as dealing fairly or equally with all concerned by the Webster’s MNinth New Collegiate Dictionary

Latter 1723 the DEIS has a glossary but the LRMP does not Is the glessary for the DEIS alsc applicable for the LRMP® You need te make this clear
Response: This revision follows the customary practice of one glessary for Plan/BIS documents Terminology is consistent between the documents

Letter+ 1723 (MA-1-92) cannot simply elassify 1000’'a of acres as suiktable for timber production since this viclates what any site specific analyses will tell
you

Response: Land sultability 18 a plan decision as explained on page 2 of the Plan

fetter: 1723 (pg 71 DEIS)} It alse puzzles me why you would have alternatives like 5, 6, and 7 without fare when you have just stated what you did in the
paragraph above {referring to grasslanda)

Responme: Alt 5, 6, & 7 have fire, but 1t 1s not ewphasized as explained in the last paragraph of the same page
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Issue: 13-9 General

Lettexr: 1763 The FS should make every avarlable effort to educate the public about desired future conditiohs in 1ts implementation of the preferred alt 1In
addition, attempts should be made to identify and promote other non-traditicnal, sustainable econcmic uses

Responpe. We agree, our Public Affairs Office 1s working on such a strategy now

Issue. 14 MINERALS
Issue. 14-1 Leaging
Letter: 1409 I have no objection to oil and gas leasing for people to make money It 18 along the trail (LSHT) I would want the company to do the work of re-

routing the trarl for use

Letter: 1453 I urge permisgion given for federal oil and gas leases 1n all zonea but Special Areas, provided that proper limits on surface damages are lmposed

Lattar. 1636 I favor leasing and dorng i1t in a manner that disrupts other NFET activities the leaat

Lettaxr: 1723 WA-5-21 - there must be no mineral exploration and develcpment in Teoledo Bend, perxiod

Latter: 1723 Forest Service needs to do a better job regarding its activities on leasing minerals cuxrently the FS allows counties te use gravel, sand, or
iron are for roads that go through or are near NF (pg 137 DEIS) there are socurces of such materials that are offsite from the NF'a that can be
ugsed and the taxpayers are not getting paid while the forest land i1s being destroyed

Response® Comment noted

Latter B8 No leasing of federal minerals in wilderness, scenic or biclogic areas, not within 15¢ feet of streamside or trail corridors.

Latter: 412 Leasing okay, 1f minerals (o1l & gas) can be produced from outside the corridors
Latter 1626 Laimited mineral activity Ideally, I thank mineral activity should be prohibited in the National Forestd, but I also think all parties invelved in
thig i1ssue have to compromiase I am sure there are some axeas in the National Forests where mineral activity could take place without harm to the

environment

Responde, There are two categories of minerals on NFGT US Minerals are federally owned & we can deny lease of these The other clasg of wminerals, khown as
rederved & cutstanding, occur when the FS has the lands, but the party we acguired the land from retained the mineral rights Some stipulations can be
placed on the surface occupancy {actual well sate, etc ) but we cannot deny owners the rights to their minerals

Lettex 1866 Selling leaseg, minerals for below market value violates the trust of the real owners of these resources (the American people) Doing so distorts
the market place by gaving unfair advantage to those with actess to public lands

Rasponse: US minerals are leagsed using the competatave bid system Monies recelved go to the treasury with 25% returned to the county

Letter: 1575 recommnend that thexe be no leasing of federally owned oil & gas in wilderness, scenic or biologic areas, and that elsewhere wells be more than 150
feet from streams and trails
Latter: 1622 not have mineral leasing on wilderness and on ¢urrent as well as proposed special areas such as Research Natural Areas, Botanical Research or

sensitive areas as operationally defined by the Texas Natural Heritage Program, RCW management areas, streamside management zenes and other special
srte ligted oh pages 111, 114-116 of the plan not currently under protective designations

Leatter 1679 There should be ne leasing of minerals in pretected areas
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Leasing

Response: Leasing of US minerals in special areas 18 permitted with no surface occupancy Reperved & outstanding mineral rights will bhe honored & managed
according to FW S&G‘'s In wilderness areas, no hew leases will be issued except when a nearby well on private rights 1s draining oil/gas from adjacent
U8 minerals with no surface occupancy Reserved & outstanding minerals in wilderness will be managed per the S&G's in MA-7 Minerals in MA~4 will be
managed acgording to the 5&G's in MA-4

Letter.

Lettar:

1310

1385

Alt 6 should be wmodified to allow for the leasing of federal minerals, except in wilderness or any type of special area, and with clauses prohibitang
occupancy withan trail zones and SMZ‘s

The ban on mineral leasing ssems to have been put in A1t 6 to arcuse the oppositacn of the oal industry. Whale leasing should neot ococur in
special areas, 1t could be carried out elsewhere without permanent roading or exceasive clearing No leasing should occur withan 150 feet of atreams
ox trails

Repponsa: Alternative 6 18 the no lease alternative and we must have this in at least one alternative

Letter:

1723

(MA-4-62) I am totally against selling public minerals in riparian areas  Remove "extent practicable"

Ragponsa In leasing, thexe 18 a mandatory set back from streamas, antermittent - 66 ft , perxennial - 100 ft

Iasue. 14-2
Lattexr:
Latter
Lettaer:?
Latter.
Latter:
Letter:

Latter:
Latter.

18

1309

1723
1722

1723
1723
1723
1765

Exploration and Development

Lateral drilling should be used to protect these areas 1f nothing else can be done (referring to scenic and botanical areas, and streamside and
trail corridors)

Alt 6, whach eliminates leasing land for mineral exploration, would prevent any impacts to culturxal resources from oi1l/gas exploration on FS lands
Howevel, pante the overall impacts to cultural resources on the NFGT has been relatively minor in the past, sliminating such exploraticn may be
unnecesgary Alt 7, which samply decreases land avairlable for leasing may be a moxe reasonable alt

MA-4-62 - no seilpmic surveys should be done here either

(MA-8a~62 and 63} I am totally against any oil and gas or other mineral development in these areas a prioraty to buy up these rights and retare
them so they will never be used

(MA-92a~72) I am against the use of any recreation area for any mineral extracticn

Ma-8f-52 - I oppose any diaturbance dus to minerals

MA-4 62 - no public minerals must be leased in atreamside zones

There is ne good reason shown for excluding oil and gas leasing from areas outside the wilderness, acenic or biological study areas and the 75FT
protected-corridors aleng BOTH side of ALL atreams and trails,

Reaponss: Comment noted

Letter:

1723

(MA-8c-62 & 63) I oppese any mineral development here A standard 15 needed which will have a goal of buying up all mineral rights in special
management areag

Responka- Given sufficient funds, thia might be aceomplished

Letter:

373

However, I do believe that miheral extraction «an and should take placde 1n areas other than riparian zones {8MZ), trails and specral use areas
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Iggue 14-2 Exploratien and Development

Responpe Leasing of US minerals in special areas 1s permitted wath no surface occcupancy Reserved & outatanding mineral rights will be honored & managed
according to FW 3&G's In wilderness arxeas, no new leases will be i1ssued except when a neaxby well on pravate rights is draining orl/gas from adjacent
US minerala with no surface occupancy Reserved & outstanding minerale in wilderness will be managed per the S&G‘s in MA-7 Minerals in MA-4 will be

managed aceording to the $&G's in MA-4
Latter 454 strip mined area i1s hardly what I call pafe, scenic or enjoyable

Respones: There 18 no strrp mining being done on the NPGT

Latter. 1632 Because of wrdespread development of outstanding minerals, US-cwned minerals should not currently be developed that would result in increased surxface
disturbance Outstanding minerals development should be focused, to the greatest extent possible, on areas previously or recently cleared for ROWs or

timber-related activites

Responae: The naticnal energy policy provides for environmentally sound development of US minerals We negotiate with outstanding mineral owners to develop 1n
the most environmentally sensitive manner that is reasonable

Letter 1723 (pg 43 DEIS) you show that wells w2ll be drilled but on page 36 you showed none would be Please explain

Rasponse: The BIS has been amended to clar:fy this

Letter: 1723 (MA-3-42) remove "to the extent practicable” and require compatibility with waldlife management and diepersed recreation geals There 18 no need to
make o1l and gas a deminant uge which 1a what you are doing by making wildlife and recreation subservient to drilling activities

Regponga* Change made to the FP site mpecific analysas on each individual project

Insue: 14-3 General
Letter: 1723 (MA-8b} nc mining must be allowed here
Letter+ 1723 (MA-8b-61 and 62) I am against any 01l and gas or other mineral extraction in river corridor

Letter. 1723 MA-8f-54 - I support the purchase of the mineral rights
Lattar: 1723 (MA-Sb=72) no gecphones or other mineral uses of these areas
Latter. 1767 I believe that no changes should be made (Erem alt 1)

Response. Comment noted

Letter: 1175 no maning on public lands wathout a percentage goinyg to the Government

Responsa: US minerals are leased using the competitlive baid system MNonies received go to the treasury with 25% returned to the county
Letter: 1175 No cyanide mining should be allowed to protect water table

Response: Cyanide mining 1s not used on NFGT
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Issue: 14-3 General

The "desired future condrtion® (in approximate number of acres) for each plant community and ecosystem should be determined in order to calculate the
number of available acres for future o1l and gas activitlies It appears that the preferred altezmative would concentrate mineral leasing on the
remainder of the forests We are concerned that thie management strategy emphagizes mineral leasing to replace lost timber revenue resulting from

RCW management

Latter: 1808

Response: Acreage estimates for each MA and LTA’s within that MA have been added
Lettexr- 1723 (pg 14¢ DEIS) saying that the unreclaimed roads and drill pads per year will account for about L 84 acres/site reason this 1s biased is
because i1t does not admit that the disturbance that has oeccurred and i1s being reclaimed will take 50-70 yeara for the forest to racover its original

structure .pads and roads that are unreclaimed due to production will probably be around for 10-30 years so that means that it will take close to
100 years for these site to be rehabilitated back to the mature forest they were when cut

Response: We use 20 years for the average life of a well After that, it 1s rehabed & considered to be in some phase of productien for multible use

Issue: 15 LANDS
Issuer 15-1 Landewnership-Acquisition and Bxchange

mention 18 made of the fragmented ownersh:ip pattern of USFS land and right-of-way problems that this causes This works both ways because USFS
land can be a barrier to private property as well as the reverse 1A policy of coocperation should be adopted Brivate property rights should be
respected and the intermingling of properties should be no issue gome of the prope -+y has been in family ownership for well over a 100 years

Letter: 1767

Respones: Comment noted

1671 Also, in order to manage and burn on an ecosystem acale, 1t will be important to consolidate management units as much as possible This cencept

Letter.
should be taken into consideration when trying to purchase or exchange land for the NF

Response This 18 long standing policy and is consistent with draft FLRMP as indicated by FW-085 on page 67 of draft PLRMP

Letter- 1679 Private lands should be purchased to make the grasslande more contiguous, especially an the LBJ Gragslands

Reaponse This 18 an allowable land adjustment proceas when funding i1s available and private landowner i1z agreeable

(pg 125 DEIS} you need to have land ownership adjustment maps in this document so we can gee where RCW habitat re and how acgquisition could help You

craded away good mature pine habitat that was good for RCW for pasturage and younger trees for Bela Kercl:i This just demenstrates that you can
sacrifice good RCW habitat when you want and make an excuse for it

Letter., 1723

Reaponee: RCW habitat 1s one factor consideraed in the land adjustment process Landowner adjustment maps are located at District and Forest Supervisor’s

offices and serve as depicting a DFC

the demand for land uses by private intereats must take a back seat to resource protection

Latter: 1722 (pg 125 DEIS)
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Issua: 15-1 Landownership-Acquisition and Exchange
Response:; By law (NEPA} resource protection i1s evaluated on all land disposal actions
Letter: 1778 You should greatly expand the acreage of national forests such as to cover the area shown on state maps

Response. Total acres within the NP boundary depicted on state maps is approximately 1,730,937 while only 637,451 acres {(37%) 1s currently administered as NFS
lande It 1s unlikely that support or funding will be avarlable to substantially increase the current 37% situaticns

Letter* 1808 Issue 15 18 very general and could use a better discussion of the USFS’'e land acquisition geals. It would alse be helpful if there were maps or
tables describing the location of proposed land acquigitions

Respouse: The summary of the Draft BEIS is very braef Chapter IV of the draft PLRMP provides more specific goals and chjectives This issue 18 addressed by
Forest-wide S&G labeled FW-084--FW-090, found on pages 67-69

Letter: 1310 No rock mining should be permitted in Upland Island Wilderness If it 1s shown that private claim to any subsurface materials an the wilderness is
valid, then the FS should buy out the claim, even 1f it requires using the power of emminent domain

Response. To accomplish this, there must be appropriated dollars from congress

Latter: 1722 FWN-086 - what variatices are allowed? I do not approve of variances unless you have some strict guidelines
Repponse: There are no specific variences

Letter: 1723 FW-089 - what are these variances I am against . special use pexrmits that allow occupation by atructural improvements,
Repponke: FW 85 does not deal with special uses, 1t deals with exchange & digposal gurdelines

Letter: 1723 (pg 68) - you should add acquisition of state listed of TOES listed gpecies habitat In addition the Sierra Club proposal which was submitted in 19291
should also be the basis for decading which lands to acguire

Responee: This 1g reflected in the listed priorities

Issus: 15-2 Land Uses
Letter: 1644 The Rescuce Management Plan that continues te proviade the best balance between the public who use these areas for recreational activities and the
owners of liveatock which graze areas would be the plan that I endorse The use of the grasslands for grazing not only provides pasture spaces but
also eliminates the continual build-up of grass and brush which would reduce the usage of this land for recreational purposes
Letter: 1723 (pg 125 DEIS) you absolutely ignore the impacts that military use of NF land can have You must gave guidance to the distracts about what 1a and is
not acceptable

Responsa: Comment hoted

Letter: 1723 (MA-4-51} .what does cvompatible mean  Be more specific about what i1s and 18 not allowed.
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15-2 Land Uses

Issue*
Response Compatable 18 defined by the Webster’s 9th New Collegiate Dictichary as “capable of exaatang or operating together in harmony "

Letter: 1808 Part II{a), Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives, Land Uses, p 126 This section states " valid existing rights way override management
objectives ' to grant land use authorization permits A etatement should be included here to clarify that endangered species’ concerns may take
precedence over granting some of these land use permits, and example may be when these authorizations invelve a "take" of an endangered or threatened
apecles

Rasponse- We have no authority in activities related to reserved or outstanding valid existing rights, we can only recoumend management actions for operators

Letter: 1723 (MA-5a-62) do not assume such special use permits will be granted Use the word may and add "if ecosystems are protected and not overused "

Rasponse: The IDT disagrees

Iapue* 15-3 Property Boundary Management
Letter 1723 {pg 126, DEIZ)., what assessment has been made on timber cutting at the boundaries In other words stealing of NF timber?

Response: This 18 part of the land line & encroachment administration process
Latter: 1723 FW-083 - remove "as feasible"

Reasponse The IDT disagrees

Ipnue. 15-4 General

Latter. 1723 PFW-090 - I want the acquired lands to undergo public review via a plan amendment 80 the public can review and comment
Responge: This standard pertains to the management area classification of lands already acquared

Letter., 1723 (MA-8k-51) define compatible
Responsae* Compatible 18 defined by the Webster's 9th New Collegiate Drctionary as "capable of exaisting or operating together in harmony *

Letter: 1723 (MA-8b-52) remove "where practicable' and "reasonable alternataive" not measureable Standards must be measureable
Ramsponse: The standard has been changed to reflect your concern

Letter 1723 (MA-8b-53) "significant public benefit" must be defined or removed

Reaaponge* Significant public benefit is determined on each land exchange based on site specific information

Issue: 20 PLAN STANDARDS & GUIDELINES
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Isgum: 20-1 Forest wide
Letter: 1723 (pg 58, DEIS} I favor using pheromones, with no cutting in scenic areas and other sensitive axeas not just SPB's that go from wildernesa or
other areas into the general forest but also SPB from the general forest that goes into wilderness  Alse, SPB goes from private lands inte FS lande
you do net talk about this and what you wall do when this happens F2 s reguired to do a site apacifie analysis when proposing cutting 1n

wilderness near private preoperty to see 1f the landowner i1s doing all they can to reduce SPB problems but you do not do thie

Response Comment noted

Letter: 1723 {FW-077) I am against shortened rotations since you will perpetuate dense pine stands that will be susceptible te SPB and you will prevent 0G from
cccurring and interior forest species thriving No SPB cutting or control should be done in wet aoils where timber will be cut

Response: The IDT doesn’t understand this comment Rotation ages are as long or lohger in this rxevision than in the 1987 plan

Letter: 1605 PW-022 - A decision to use a non-native species should be accompanied by a detailed plan to convert to native species, instead of a generalized
statement to that effect

|
-
—
Responae: This atandard directa uae of native species unless concerns for sedimentataon, water gquality or other immediate factors dictate the use of desireable
non-native species
Letter: 1605 FW-022 - Desirable non-native species available for use need to be defined and included in the plan

Response: See Plan App B for rehabrlitation recommendations

Letter: 1605 FW-022 - It should be stressed that non-native plant species are to be used only 1f no native species are adequate for eros:ion control
Letter: 1605 FW-022 - 2n asgessment of the need to use non-native species should be done oh a case-specific basis instead of on a general basas

Regponse. The standard states appropriate native plant species The guideline that defines the use of non-natives 1s site specific cases where native species
wall not provide adequate o1l & water protection

Igpus: 20-2 Mal - Upland Forests

Lettar. 1808 MA-1, Standards and Guidelines, Silvicultural Management p 91 The diameter limits listed for acheduled regeneration cuttings are inconsistent with
those 1n the DEIS for the management of the RCW and its habitat on NFs 1n the Southern Region Smaller diameter limits are acceptable 1f uneven-aged
management 18 iwplemented, however, larxger diameters are required when irregular shelterwood is used Irxregqular shelterwood leaves older trees with
larger diameters and these trees produce higher quality seed sources Therefore, we recommend the diametexr limits be increased to reflect those in the
draft RCW EIS

Rerponse: The IDT agrees The final reviesed plan has been amended to reflect this  Diameter limits will be based on a sate-gpecific analysis

Letter: 1723 (MA-1-19} 10 yrs 1e too long to re-eatablish vegetation It needs to be 3 yre at the maximum  Otherwise you assure erosion and water pollution
and continued fragmentatlon

Response’ Ten yeare 18 the maximum allowed under 26 CFR 219 27 (11}
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lasue: 20-2 MA1 - Upland Forests

Maxamum Tiwber alternative gives more gray sguirrel habitat acreage than the Maximum Wilderheee alternative make no

(Ppy 65, DEIS) analysis  says
Since there will be dapturbances that mimic Nature and more den trees because trees will be allowed to grow and die in Wildermess,

Letter: 1723
sense
and maximum acorn production will be allowed on more acres because they will not be cut down, and because riparian and bottomland areas that gray
squrrrela like will be less disturbed in the Maximum Wilderness alternative 1t makee no sense to say that it has lower gray sguirrel acreage than 4 of

6§ alternatives
Response: Your assessment 1a 1n error Maximum SMZ acres occur in Alt, 6 & 7, however, this does not eguate to bottomland hardwood acres as described ain the
alao are svaluated on a combination of apecies, not a single species such as the gray squirrel Habitat for all small game species

IES Alts
evaluated 18 in fact higher in Alt 2 than 6 or 7

Issuae: 20-3 MAZ - RCW
1808 It is, therefore, recommended that a standard be included in MA-2 which allows for reconsideration of the location of RCW recovery populaticn in east

Latter:
Texae

Resaponme: This can be discuassed during consultation with USFWS
The standard should be 2-3 years

Letter: 1723 HMA-2-19 - 10 years 18 tod leng te revegatakte a road.

Rasponss: Ten years is the maximum allowed under 36 CFR 215 27 (11)
We recommend changing the statement in MA-2-16 to include language for forest fragmentataion,
L

Letter+ 1808 MA-1, Standards and Guidelines, Pacilities, p 100
1 & , "Restrictions may be implemented in response to resource programs, such as wildlife, forest fragmentation, recreation,

Responme: Changeg have been made an the Plan and EIS to discusa concerns regaxrding £ragmentation

Iumua: 20-4 MAZ - Grasgeslands

Mhi - 8SMZ's

1632 MA-4-42 - Peptacides ghould not be used within MA~4 Substantial limits, free of loopholes {as in MA-4-42) should be set to assure MA-4 185 not

Irsua: 20-5
Behaviorial chemicals should be used without cutting i1f action becomes neceasary

Latter:
degraded by continuing timber harveats or cuts

Ragponse: Comment noted

I recommend no cutting of 5PB

Letter: 1632 MA-4-41 - suggests that MA-4 would an fact be subjected to the same insect control eriteria as MA-1 and MA-2
infestation within MA-4 since harvesting jeopardizes SMZ integrity as discussed previously Uncut trees provide the benefit of organic matter, snags,

cavities, and downed woody material for skunks, salamanders, and food chain insects
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Issua*: 20-5 MAd4 - SMZ's

Regponse: SPB infestations will normally be allowed te run their natural courge, unless a site-specific analysis indicates one of the conditions listed in FW-4-

42 exists
Issue 20-6 MAS - Acquatics
Iaaue 20-7 MAT7 - Wildermeus
Letcar: 1723 {MA-7-12) the only fish control projects I support 1s to protect endangered or threatened species or to remove exotlce or species that do not occur

in that area naturally

Letter: 1723 I am totally against any wildlife habitat improvement for aguatic resources unless i1t 18 linked to restoration of natural processes or ecosystems that
cannot restore themselves (MA-7-13) k4

Letter: 1723 (MA-7-22} I am totally against any kind of fuel reduction dope just to reduce fuel

Latter: 1723 {MA-7-45) I am against contrel of SPB i1n wilderness area

Letter., 1723 I am totally opposed to MA-7-48, which allows logging of wildexness areas Cut and remove 18 not compatible with wirldexmess values or the wilderneas
act’'s need for the minimum tool use

Letter: 1723 I favor a S&G which acquares all mineral rights that the government does not own in wilderness areas Why not faver this maximum protecticn
alternatzve and provide it as an option for a S&G?

Letter: 1723 (MA-7-93) am not necessarily in favor of designated campsites for outfatters I also am not in favor of horse use in the wilderness

Letter: 1723 (MA-7-98) I £fully support that the activities that least alter wilderness and are most dependent on wilderness must be protected

Letter: 1723 (MA-7-101) I fully suppeort the primative travel and communiecations requirement

Response. Comment hoted

Letter: 1723 {MA-7-11) natural native agquatic resources need to be defined
Letter: 1723 (MA-7-161) define natural native species Wildlife doee not need active managing in wildexness

Response: This standard has been clarified in the final document

Letter+ 1723 The S&Gs do not address air quality (MA-7-03) in terms of air wmonatoraing that needs to be done near wildernhess Thexe 18 no standard for interacting
with EPA and TNRCC on a regular basis to ensure that all wildernesses are not being harmfully impacted by air pellution

Ragponas. FW guidance has clarified all air gqualaty standaxds

Letter: 1723 (WA-7-47) the P53 1s not currently really deing a site specific analysis of the adjacent landowner’s property  When do you say noe to a landowner,
that they are not managing their land to reduce SPB?

Response: A site-specaifac analysis of adjacent landowners' property s always done prior to SPE treatment in wildermess

Letter. 1723 (MA-7-71} define "saignificant drsturbance te the surface." What does this mean and how will this be implemented?
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Ioasue* 20-7 MA7 - Wilderness

Response: Significant i1s defined by the Webster’s 9th New Collegiate Dictionaxy as "having or likely to have influence or effect®™ A determination of
significant disturbance will be made on a site specific hasais

Issus: 20-8 MA8 - Special Mgt Areas
Insue: 20-8-1 RNA

Issue: 20-8-2 Candidate W&S River
Issua: 20-8-3 Senic Areas

Letter. 1723 MA-84-62, MA-8f-54, and page 195 Lake Fannin Organizational Camp, and page 187 Attoyac Bayou Ayish Bayou and Cochino Bayou Archecleogical Areas, and
page 138 0ld Aldridge Sawmill and Mill Town, all of these areas should net be drilled, should not have seismic surveys, and sheuld have any private
mineral rights bought

Lattar. 1723 MA-8¢c-B2 - no mountain bikes or horges ghould be allowed in Winters Bayou Scenic Area

Response: Comment noted

Inpue: 20-8-4 Botanical Areas
Issue; 20-3-5 Riparian/WL Areas

Letter: 1655 MA-84-03 - Grazing permits should be phased out completely  Grazing constitutes an introduction of an exotic species

Respense. Comment noted

Issue: 20-8-6 Archeological /Historical
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Isaagua: 20-9

Iasue: 20-5-1

Issue: 20-9-2

Issue 20-10

Isgue* 20-10-

Letter*
Letter:
Lattar:
Letter:
Latter:
Lattar:
Lettexr:

1

1723
1723
1722
1723
1723
1723
1723

MA9 - Recreation

Developed Recreation Sites

Seml-Pramitive Recreation Site

MALO0 - Adm & Special Uses

Adm Use Sites

PLAN AND EIS CCMMENTS
Comments by Iasue and Response

{MA-10a-02) envaironmental impacts and floodplain impacts must also be locked at here
{MA-10a=-15) require that compesting and incineration toilets are used instead of septic systems

(MA-10a-23) faire towers will be used for wildlife viewing,

forest appreciation, and sceni¢ beauty

(MA-10a-41 and 42} I am against the use of pesticides unless 1t 18 for specific targeted areas
(MA-10a-101) no unprogrammed timber harvest must be permitted eather
(MA-108-103} 18 duplicatrive with 101} and must be slimated
You need to redulre energy congervation and alternative energy use in designs and modificatlons and renovations

Rasponas: Comment noted

Ivgue: 20-10-

Letter:
Latter:

Letter:
Latter

Letter*
Lattar:
Latter:

Responsa

2

1723
1723

1723
1723
1723
1723
1723

Special Use Permit Areas

(MA-10b-21-24) I am opposed to the use of herbicidee and pesticides

only imminent danger hazard trees can be cut

(MA=-10b-33) I agree that ROW need to be consolidated and thas must be a reguirement and not just encouraged

(MA-10b-34&35) I agree

(MA-10b-37) I suppert the exclusion of landfills but also you must put gravel pits on this last
only cne access road 18 needed for each pravate property surrounded by NF

{MA-10b-72)} remove "where needed" and require this

(MA-10b-28} I object teo the exceptions

(MA-10b-101} I want nc pregrammed or unregulated timber harvest

&. Comment noted
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Igaue: 20-10-2 Special Use Permit Areas

Lettexr* 1723 (MA-10b-42) define compatible and remove "as appropraiate',

Responsae* Compatible i1s defined by the Webster’s 9th New Collegiate Dictionary as "capable of existing or operataing together in harmony

Iasue: 20-11 SFA ExXp Forest
Letter: 1723 you need a VQO amsigned overall to this forest I suggest seml-primitive nonmotorized
Letter: 1723 ({(MA-11-02-05) I want no mineral development of the area and no cutting of bottomlands

Response: Comment noted

Issua: 20-12 M&E
Lettexr: 1723 {pg 236) objectives are too weak and not detailed encugh or show what monitoring results will actually cause a change to occur In fact the entire

table 1 for Monitoring Questions is this way, too broad and not specific for guantification of what monitoring results you want
Letter: 1723 The 5 & Gs are too weak and often are not measureable in both a guantitative and gualitative fashion If you have a standard it must be measureable
and many so-c¢alled standards are not measureable

Latter. 1723 you are not able to sample ¢uantitatively to show what 1s happening with your present aystem and therefore you have a moenitoring system that is not
measurable
Lettexr 1723 (pg 235 plan) you aleso need to txaan the interested public to i1dentify sensative species

Letter 1723 0Obj 3b cost efficiency must not be the sole criteria  Environmental pxotection must be the sole deciding factox

Letter 1723 0bj 3k land use authorizations should only be i1ssued 1f they are compatible with environmental protection and ecosystem evelution and continuity
Letter 1723 (pg 242) your snags/acre numbers are too low

Latter 1723 (Qb] 1) wilderness mahagement needs to take into account that we need to allow evolution to occur and we are simply caretakers and not active

managers of the area
Letter 1723 I have looked throughout this document and I see no real better monitorang effort than 18 menticned on p 6 of the DEIS [indiscriminant shootingl

Rasponss. Comment noted

Letter: 1723 0bj 4d are the plan estimates too damagang foxr the forest?

Regponsa: See EIS appendix B for constraints used with all alternatives These constrainta insure that taimber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do
not 1mpalx the long term productavaity of the land This 18 1n agcordance with Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1950

Latter 1723 ¢bjy 4f do you want to minimize losses® Is this realistic?® Will thie reflect a real decreass 1n susceptibilaty or just that vou have cut down all the
old trees Nongame species need to be monitored for impacts here since we know that sensitive species like Traillium can be negatively impacted
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Inaus: 20-12 M& B

Response: Yes, we plan to minimize lesses through hazard redustion and prompt control of infestations Thie will not be solely through cutting down all old
trees, aB rotatlon ages have increased 1n mpny areas. The actual decrsase 1n susceptibilaty will be anfluenced by the management S&G developed to
reach a DFC in each MA

Letter: 1723 You . do not protect the forest "sagnaficantly” because you do not have a monitoring program that will qualitatively and quantitatively determine
CRV 1mpacts Your monitering progrsm iz woefully lacking yet you want to build more trails and encourage more use when present trails are already

not up to standards

Regponse: The FP proposes to manage ORV use on designated txails in order to reduce and minimize resource damage. Henaged trails will provade better resource
protection.

Letter: 1723 fpg 182 DEIS) 1t 1s not acceptable to justify allowing mora ORV use because available use areas 18 scarce for thas activity.

Response. ORVs have been i1dentified as A legitimate use of the NF. It 1g defanitely a recreational pursmit. Our intention is to manage ORVE, to manamize
resource damage

Laetter 1723 Obj] 4a how do you measura 1f long-term leoss of Euture productivaity of the land 18 ocourrang
Responas: Through a long-term weonitoring program

Latter: 1723 0b) 3e how do you tell 1f ROW achieves better forest managment and more efficient management of public lands?
Letter: 1723 O0Obj 3c how do you tell 1f landownership adjustments are "improving management and censolrdation"? What are you measuring here?

Response: Scme units of wmemsure include Teductiens in landline miles and corner wmonuments to mainktain
Letter: 1723 Obj 2c. 1t 18 not just openaings that you need but alse you need to say that certain places have not been cut and do not cause ugliness
Responge: Variety i1s the objective, without cauging ugliness
Letter., 1723 0bj 4e 1t 18 not demand that should drave grazing, but ecosystem function What 1s sustainable grazang?
Rasponss: Grazing 18 regulated by carrying capacity on each allotment, balancang against all needs auch as waildlaife needa
Latter: 1723 You aleo need a notebook with a pireture of each species go people can identify them an the field Your queastions are too generxral. You need to
determine population levels  Not just andicabtor specres but all threatened, endangered, sensitave, unigue species and plant communities plus spsciles
like anteror foreat aspecies and neotropical migrants that are declining

Response Time and resources prevent 100% inventories The MI program provides a logical process to monitor a wide range of related species.

Letter: 1723 Oby 2f what 18 suffieient levels of law enforcement? What are nokt®
Lettexr: 1722 (pg 237) what are sufficient levels for law enforcement? What deficient do you have now?

Response: Sufficient law enforcement keeps withain the budget, provides education and presence and 1s a strong deterrent. Anything less than that 1s not
sufficient law enfeorcement

Latter: 1723 Obj 1d where are the soil erosion standards, et¢ ? You need numbers here  You need to guantify
Rasponse: Erosion and sediment outputs are discussed in the DEIS
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Iggue: 20-12 M & E

Letter: 1723 0Obj Sa are all streams being mohitored?n
Response: All streams are not menitored We have streams on each Forest where baseline water quality data 1s collected
Letter: 1723 0Obj 5d how will you tell 1f ozone is impacting forest wvegetation®

Rasponse: See EIS Chap III, part IIa for discussion on Ozone concerns and documentation information  SFAU is conducting ozone research studies at the FS
Experiment Statron Data will be used from these stud:ies  Alsc, the Forest has conducted ozone atudies on the Sam Houston National Forest

Letter 1723 objy 1f 1t 18 not just 1f target species are using corriders but are they thrivang and viable populations How much cutting 1s done® What are the
effects of disturbance on riparian areas?

Reaponge: S5&C are designed to protect the value of raparian areas

Lattexr 1723 ©Obj 1g should go under Ob) le You need to restore the natural frequency, antensity, seasonalaty, timing, and regime of fire But this 1s not an
cbjectave

Response: Lightning fires were only one source of pre-settlement agnition Nakive american burning ae alse part of the fire haatory of these areas The planned
burning cyc¢les are part of the overall mgmt intended to produce the DFC's The DFC’'s provide the diversity required by the NFMA

Letter 1723 o©Obj 4g does prescribed burning provide the frequency, regime, intensity, eeasonality, and timing characterizing a return to natural ecosystem
functicning?

" Resaponsae: Ecosystem mgmt does not mean that all mgmk actaivaties must mamac that whach would cecur "naturally® The prescrabed burning eyeles are consgigstent
with these fire allocated ecosystems & will help meet the DFC

Letter: 1632 My experience and comments refleect insufficient/inaccurate monatoring and evaluataion of NF management activities (plan pg 231) Toc often projecte
are finished and forgotten with laittle thought of the possibility of ongoing iwmpactsa I have seen cases where erosion centrel proved inadeguate and
within one year of closing sale, massive erosicon and stream siltatich were owcurring It was only though my notification that the FS became aware of
the problem and was able to take corrective action

Response: Continual monitoring is a constant effort te ensure guality control 2As ident2fied in Chapter V, asslstance through many sources, especially the
public & indivaiduals, is appreciated

Latter: 1723 Obj le why are you emphasizing conly fire dependent ecosystems? How is significant and restored defined here?
Response’ Objective recognizes all systems, an emphasis 1a placed on fire dependent ecosystems due to hagh proportion of T&E specres that require this habitat

Letter: 1723 (pg 221 plan) how do you addresa via monitoring how effectively public concerns are being addressed® What mechaniem are you using to get constant
feedback on plan implementataion I do not see the rxole the public plays 1n the monitoring and evaluation program

Respeonea. Cbjective 3h encourages the association with the public in general for all activities

Lattaer 1723 (pg 232 plan) It bothers [me] on page 223 that "Not every geoal, objective, or standard and gquidelines can be monitored at every level " Thie does need
to be done You alsc need to prioritize your monitoring efforts based on the impact that an activity or use will have on the environment I do not
gee that type of priorztization committed to here  Why not?

Response* The M&E process will be continually improved based on anpual activities Table 1 sets the guestions in place which will allow better prioratization &
1dentification of monitorang actions
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lssue 20-12 M & E

Letter: 1723 Obj 2d trails What 15 unacceptable damage to resources or coenflicts with other users?

Response: Unacceptable damage occurrs when S&ts, State BMPs or other repource mitigation measures are unsuccessful Conflicts are readily observed through
public concern & antensity

Latter: 1723 0Obj 3a what are "positive characteristics of sustainabality" What "ecosystem elements" are you talkang about?

Response: Positive indicators of ecosystem sustainability include improvements in the basic biclogical, physical and social elements within an ecosystem
Lengterm i1mprovements in water gquality or soi1l productivity are examples

Letter: 1722 Obj 3h  how many volunteer/partnerships do you want? wWhat 18 your number goal hexe?

Responase: The USFS 18 continually expanding partnershipa & cocperative activities No number has been targeted for a successful program

Lettexr: 1723 Obj 4c what 18 the desired ecosystem diversity® You ohly talk about even age stands Why do you ignore uneven age stands® What is sound forest

health and diversity® A definition is needed here

Response: Uneven-aged standa are addressed in 4c(i)

Latter: 1723 (pg 241-242) everywhere you have BElement Occurrencs Record, this i1s not good enocugh  Thas does not tell how the species pepulation 18 doing Is it
When do you stop menitorang? When

viable Also you need to know the locatiens of all the populations and this will not necessarily get you there

you have one EOR, two, or how many?
Letter: 1723 (pg 241) under the LL-bluestem series it 1s just not acres that are amportant but the quality of the habitat How will you measure that® Large
LLP, the amount of bunch grass and the extent geographically of populatieons are things you must take into account You also need to know the number
of individuales in populations I also feel that the Slender Wakerobin 1s a Mesic species but you have 1t undexr Dry-Mesic & Xeric Dak-Pine Forests
Further you do net take inte account that 1f yvou manage all of SHNF for the RCW you will end up destroying Wakerabih habatat by cuttang for RCW and
But these kindes of distincticne do not show up on youx chart  Also under LA Black Bear, you need a goal of the number of individuals that you

SPB
The acres of habitat mean nothang (much 18 there right now) without beara reintroduced) The same goes

will reintreduce and the populaticon you want
for Red wolwves which you totally ignore

Responsee:
The Mygmt Indicators Table has been revised teo address your concern

There are zaro air monaitors in the grasslands go

Letter: 1723 (pg 123 DEIS} you admit you have ne air monitoring in the grasslands and you propose to do none
How can we tell what effects ozone or acid

to say that monitoring indicates thak air gquality over the National Grasslands meet the NARQS 1s untrue

rain has 1f there 18 no plan te do monitoring
acid xain netwerk for monitoring as weoefully inadeguate and the FS needs tco do some acad rain menltering You alsc need visibility monitorxang to

Lattexr: 1723
see 1pf the Houston airshed is reducing NF visgibility ainm Sam Houston NF

Regponse. The MER table has been revised to reflect youxr comment.

Latter: 1722 0Obj 5c¢ you need to look specifically at erosion that 1a due te CRV use and logging

Response* Erosion & sedementation concerna are being addressed in ongoing menitoring actions for both ORV & timber harvest activities

Letter: 1723 (pg 83 Plan} 1t 1s ridiculous that you allow ORV use when you have no loeal studies that document the effects of noise, disturbance and other efifects
cn wildlife by ORV'a You must put together a remearch plan that locks at monitoring and research of ORV impacts and how to mitigate these or whethex

these can be mitigated
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Isgue: 20-12 M&E

Letter: 1723 (pg 120 DEIS) you state the "The Forest ORV Plan . " but there 1# ho monitoring program proposed that will tell you if nonpoint source water
pellution 1z in fact occurring due to ORV use

Repponse: See Plan App E, ORV Mgmt The emphasis placed on inventory, evaluation and mgmt, to include closures of ORV traile will be a high priority in the new
Plan HMenitoring and investigation will be a key component of this effort

Letter: 1723 {(Oby 32,pg 239) How will you tell if recreation as having a positive or negative benefit on rural economics and how will you tell how many jobs are
created?

Response: Close cooperation with extension programs rural development activities and local communities provide valuable information & reports to guage succeas
Lettaer: 1723 MNA-2-41 - how will you monmitor wildilife and cattle competition for browse and herbacecus plants?
Responas: See Plan App G

Letter: 1723 (0k] 4b) How wall you determine :if huntable populations are not detrimental te nongame species® What does viable mean here and where will you get
those figures®

Responge* M&E activaities & public concexn will identify changes in non-game populations The term viable has been removed from the fainal plan

Ispue: 20-13 General

Letter 1723 (pg 45 Blan) you talk about having more parthnerships, communication, and cooperation with local communities  What about the rest of the
interested publie?

Reaponee: The USFS 1e continually expanding partnerships & cooperative activities No number has heen targeted for a succepasful program

Letter: 1723 (pg 47, LRMP) 1t 18 needs and not demands that must be met Needs are survial requirements while demands are what you would lake to have but do
not necessarily need to live

Responaa, You're right That is paxt of the criteria for evaluation Everyone makes demands & that certainly doesn’t mean they are needed It 18 the objective
of the Planning effort to review demand & need and develop a range of alternatives that address these concerns

Inzue+ 30-1 EIS Appendix A
Lattar: 1723 (py &) your screening eliminated alternatives that you may not have been able to rimplement but which others could amplement Yet CEQ regulations

require you to look at such altexmatives and not use the excuse that you cannot implement them as a way tc avoid deing alternative analysas

Response* While this comment references page 6 of EIS Appendix A, whach discussges the proceps used to identify i1ssues, 1t refers to screening alts Step 4 of
the 1ssue identificatlion process discusses the criteria used to mereen substantive comments Thie 18 a different process from the one used to develop
alternatives, whach 1s described in the RIS, chapter II, pages 12-14

Letcar: 1723 (pg €) in my view personnel 1s also a germane issue since the plan cannct ke ainplemented without an adegquate number of a certain type of personnel
from certain disciplines What will reduced budgets de te your being able to hire enough people with the raght gualificatione to do the job you say
you must do?
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Ispue: 30-1 EIS Appendix A
Plans guide all natural resource mgmt activities & establish mgmt S&Gs for NFS

Response: Perscnnel matters are outeside the scope of FP Land & Resource Mgmt
are not controlled by the Forest, they were eliminated from consideration as

lands Since matters such as personnel & annual budget opportunities
signifrcant 1ssues to be considered in the planning process

Forest level wmandate but do not have them For instance cutting in riparian areas
are needed since the project level never seems to implement any and trees left after
need stricter controls or districts get sloppy You also need to audit your

Lettexr: 1723 (pg 7) many project level decisions contain decisions that need
for other than timber purposes Also res:idual damage standards
cutting for any reason are unnecessarily destroyed or damaged We
dagtricts to ensure they do the right thing

Responsa: Project level decrsrons must tier to the FLRMP or elee the FLRMP must be amended to allow for the decision The regulations that specify FLRMP
amendment procedures are located in 36 CFR 219 10 The comment appears to cite an example of a mgmt practice (timber cutting in raparian areas) that
was not allowed or provided for in the 1987 FLRMP However, timber cutting ih riparian areas was allowed under certain conditiona outlined on pages
IV-87 through IV-89. 54&Gs for the treatment and/or protection of residual vegetation are found in the Revised Plan, chapter IV, pages 75-79, & in the
indavidual Mgmt Area deacraptions for WAL (page 91}, MA2 (pages 103-107), MA4 (pages 129-130), MA7 (page 143), MA8c (page 169), MASEf (page 194), and

Procedures f£or meonitoring FLRMP implementation are cutlined in the Revised Plan, chapter V Meonitoring & Evaluation

MA10b (pages 218-219, 221}
Reporte will be done at least annually & will be available for publie review

Latter. 1723 (pg &} FS must respond to needs, not demands Demands are not necessary Neads are
Response: You're right That i1s part of the crateria for evaluation Everyone makes demands & that certainly doesn't mean they are needed It 1s the cbjective

of the Planning effort to review demand & need and develop a range of altexnatives that addresa these concerns

Issus 30-2 B1S8 Appendix B

Letter: 1723 (py 37). I do not agree that dispersed racreation 1a compatible with timber management activitles cannct hide the destruction you do to
dispersed recreation with even-age timber activities
Letter: 1723 (py 29, DEIS) the mixed forests are not even close to being identical in terms of developing standards In addition why do you have so much fixe

in these mixed systems

ResponeEs: Comment noted

1t 1s i1mportant to note that forest industry lands have been overcut I object to this subsidized private abuse on my public NF lands The

Letter: 1723 (pg 44}
NF lands get the envirohmental abuse because industry has envaxonmentally abused its lands

Response: See EIS appendix B for constraints used with all alterxnatives  These constraints insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do
not impair the long texrm productivity of the land This 1s in accordance with Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1960

Letter: 1723 (pg 9 15} it 18 not clear 1f you included SPB, salvage, sanitation cuts in the model . you need to give the public some i1dea about the lim:tatzons
and problems the FORPLAN meodel has so they can understand better 1ts ability to grve good anewers
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Isgue* 30-2 EIS Appendix B

Response, Per CFR 219 3, the ASQ 1# defined as "the guantity of timbex that may be sold from the area of suitable land covered by the forest plan for a time
period specified by the plan " " Within the planning period, the volume of timber to be seld in any one year may exceed the average annual ASQ so
long as the total amount sold for the plannihg perxiod does not exceed the ASQ Nothing in this paragraph prohibits salvage or sanitatieon harvesting
of timber stands which are gubstantially damaged by fire, windthyow, or othexr catastrophe, or whach are in imminent danger of insect or disease attack
and where such harvests are consistent with silvicultural and environmental standards Such timber may either substitute for timber that would
otherwise be sold under the plan or, if not feasible, be sold over and above the planned volume " {CFR 219,27 (¢} (2),)} However, the NFGT has
higtorically subamtituted salvage timber for green timber The ASD identified in the FP was calculated on Lands Suitable for Timber Production only
and therefore does not include any volume removed from lands such as special areas and SMZ's

Letter. 1723 (pg 61} you say that Alt & 1s the maximum wilderness benchmark legally allowable there 18 no legal allowable for wilderness If Congress wants to
1t can designate an entire NF as wildermess So this 1s as artaficial a restraint as anything

Regponse. Agreed The constraint was not on the number of wilderness acres, but on the number of acres needed to meet other constraints such as threatened and
endangered RCW that needs land to be managed in a different way than those set aside for wilderneas

Latter: 1723 (pg 59) 95% of culmination of mean annual inerement of timber volume growth 18 a logging constraint and not a biologacal one This biases the F3
against old growth and does not allow real OG to oceur with your favored proposal

Responge. See Glossary of DEIS for description of CMAI See previous table for actual age of existing timber at harvest

Letter. 1723 why are you even looking at such low rotationa of 40-80 yrs when you know they do not have a chance biclogically, politically of making it and are
the antithesis of ecosystem management?

Rasponse: The darecticon is to analyze a wide range of alternatives and what the effects and aimpacts will be Then to select a preferred altermative that would
provide for needs preaented in the 1ssues and sub-issues along with the RPA philoacphy  Non-walued items such as pelitically acceptable are

considered by the Forest Supervisor and the Regional Forester in selecting the final alternative but 18 not modeled other than possible side boards in
feasibilaity of alternative analyzed

Latter: 1723 {pg 16) FORPLAN Version II 18 a economic model and it does not give credence to ecological values which cannot be expressed in dollar terms
Maxamizing PNV 18 an economic criteria and 18 not an ecologieal one agsumptions made often are subjective goods oriented and not gquality
oriented Mistakes can occur information i1s not ground truthed before it 18 used i1n FORPLAN

Resaponse The FORPLAN model 18 a useful toel to aid the FS to understand the nature of Forest planning proklems (not the coptimal anawer) Its majoer purpese

was to provide inelght i1nto the behavior of wmultiple resources and their interacticons, which in turn were used to guide the developuent of effective
plans and decisiona The model 18 used more appropriately to prevent wrong deecaisions, that whach 1s prescribed by each resource i1s not in conflict
and can be implemented The FORPLAN model 18 simply a tool to be used wath other tools in preparing implementable Forest plansg

Lettex: 1723 (pg 9) how accurate were the 1987 projections for all different output levels of all different services® Why were there diffexences?

Regponsa: Annual Monitoring and Evaluation reports have been prepared and results were included in reports to the public and ih preparation of the AMS sSee
these documents Wajor reasons fox differences were the RCW ruling and lack of fundang

Letter: 1722 (pg 2,3) what % error do the FORPLAN models and other modela you use have? 2t must be remembered that the AMS stopped collectang dakta, 1n most
cases, in 1990 Alot has happened on the ground since then to not make 1t the very best analyses you have

Responpe: See previous comment for purpcee of FORPLAN comment noted We agree things are changing
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Issums 30-2 EIs Appendix B
Letter. 1632 does an adequate Job of detailing the complexaty of factors affecting the timber economy, but rt ultimately focuses the discuseion of economic

impacts of the alts on deviations in job numbers based on a limited number of factors I must stress that the linear relationship between timber
outputs and jobs 1s an 1naccurate reflection of actual conditions  Additionally, other factors related to economics, modernization and supply/demand
are so influential to the big picture, that the job fluctuation figures used by the FS cannot be used to accurately depict the real-life situation

Respenss: The local economic effecte of forest rescurce management policies will vary dependihg coh the structure of a community’s economy and it’s diversity A
community that relies heavily on the forest products industry will be affected by timber management planning, whereas a communaty that depends on
recreation and tourasm will be affected by recreational resource management Diversified communities will be less affected by changes than a
community which depends largely on one resource The econoumy of East Texas is based on natural resources including wood, petrocleum, and coal The
manufacturing of preducta from the timber growth in Texae forests 1s a vital part of Texas economy, as well as the regional and national economy
Twelve of the deep Bast Texas counties comprise the most timber dependent xegiron in the state Primary processing operations for southexrn pane
lumber, veneer, and plywood are concentrated in eastern Texas gee the Social-Economic Overview Document prepatred by Catherine Albers, December 1990,
Bectiron 8, pages 158-235 Now these jobse that are associated with our taimber harvesting may be able to be filled by competing timber ownership 1f the
FS reduces pupply

Letter: 1723 (pg 2) the F8 has not dealt with the stewardship issue well . the F5 said it would pursue Naticonal Trail Status for the entire Lone Star Hiking
Trail and then in the early 1980°s dropped any effort to do this without being honeat and saying i1t would pursue this effort FS must resolve
and propose actions to move forward on trail designation in this management plan and BIS

Response In the Sam Houston Land Management Plan, Dac 1978, page 87, we did state we would pursue National Trail Status During the process i1t was determined
that the portions that crossed private land would have to be acquired, The cost of acquiring forced the droppang of pursuit of National Trail Status
The reecreation program natichwide has a large (more than 51 billion} anfrastructure backleg 1h recreation facilities, trail maintenance and
reconetruction, and recreation related roads and bridges This backlog i1s continuing to grow At the same time, recreation use on NF continues to
inerease Therefore 1n the FLRMP of 1987, i1t was determined to manage the Lone Star Hiking Trail wath the standards of maintenance and buffers on a
National Recreaticn Trail on foreat land but not pursue acquiring those acres of off forest lands

Letter+ 1723 (pg 68,71} again you use a tamber not ecelegical or biaclogical constraint by being at or above the CMAYI Thas i1a not necessary for this plan or
model you limit uneven age management whieh dees not have to be done since you can manage for mixed standa wath this management system Ecosystem
Management should not allow unnecessary constraints like these

Raapones: This constraint keeps the model from harvesting before CMAI as regquired by 36 CFR 219 16 (a) (2} (111)

Lettar: 1723 ({(pg 27-30, DEIS) rotations that you tried are a travesty  Why did you try rotations that obviocusly are not biclogically or ecologically sound? To
try 40-70 yr zrotations when these are not posaible makes no sense

Reaponae, CHAI for southern pane in TX 1o approxamately 20-35 years Forty years was used for the benchmark econstraint to determaine what would be bieologically
possible

Letter: 1723 (pg 38) You cannot bring the habitat needs of squirrels down to juast one thing You are oversimplifying for the model too much It 1s also disturbing
that there are no road density limits in the FP At the very least you should try different road densities

Response: Appendix B describes the coeffieients & process of their use in the FORPLAN model The process record & information used in the development of each
coefficient 18 extensive & 18 comprised of many factors

Issuae: 30-3 EIS Appendix C
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Issue: 30-3 EIS Appendix C
Lettexr: 1723 does not fully discuss the problems with o1l and gas dyailling in the NF and grasslands On pages 11-12, it 38 nob just the Sabine but also the

Angelina, Davy Crockett, and Sam Housten NF's that have had cumulative impacts occur but have had these igneored in the BA‘s the F8 sometimes does

Regponse*+ Comment noted

Letter 1723 (pg 34), you need additional stipulations The FS's policy seeme to be that people have to prove drilling should not go in instead of the leasee
provihg that they need to drall you give an overriding preference over all other acktivities This 18 not allewed under multiple use and
sustained yield legislation

Responss: The FS views exploraticn, development, & producticon of mineral resources as part of sur ecosystem mgmt respconsibalaity There 18 no prefexence to
minerals, but coordination with othex resources, part of multiple use does pertain to minerals

Letters 1723 (pg 35), you cut the public out of leasing because ne NEPA documents are developed to tell about what the committed resources and iwpacts will be 1f
the leasing occurs Thexe 18 no chance for the public te give input

Rasponsa: NEPA for leasing 1s included an the FP, which includes public comment  Site-specirfic NEPA 18 done at the time of drilling for well asite locaticn &
mitigation measures

Letter: 1723 (pg 37), you use the figure 0 1 mile but on page 30 you use the figqure of 3 miles which 18 correct?
Response: On page 30 - 3 hoxizonal drilled locations Page 37 18 1 average for all drailled sates

Letter: 1723 (pyg 38}, you say vertical well pads will ke 3 5 acres but on pages 3¢ and 32 you say 1 5 acyes Whach as 27
Response* Vertical well pade can xange up to 3 5, but average 1 5 acxes

Letter: 1723 (pg 39), by the time the notice of APD occura 1t is too late to gtop the well The only option is where to drall
Responpe Correct Decisaon to make availlable to drill i1s made at leasing time

Letter: 1723 {pg 41), the NEPA process 18 too late in the process since the lease has already occurred and the decision to allow drilling or not 18 already made
Response NEPA, to drill is covered with the FP Site-specific NEPA 1s done at time of drilling

Letter: 1723 ({pg 26-28) you ignore the fragmentation effects of the past and present drilling
Response+ The Revised EIS reflects youx concerns

Letter: 1723 (pg 29) you try to minimize the ampacts by saying that overall negative envirenmental effects will be minimal
Response: Cumulative mpacts are currently addressed in the Revised EIS

Lattar: 1723 (pg 30) your figure of 1 5 acres for the pad for wvertically drilled wells seems very low bo me In the past 1in the NF the pads have been on the srder
of 2 5-4 acres 1n srze You are tryang to minimizZe the impacts by estimating pad size sc low
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Isaune: 30-3 BIS Appendix C
Response: These are valad estimates based on actual sites on NFGT

Latter: 1723 (pg 31), there are nc beneficaal environmental aimpacts when you drill a well Pleage liat all the positive environmental ampacts that drilling a
well has in a mature forest stand

Reaponse: Openings of the kand & variety developed for drill pads have been uaed for species such as Eastexrn Wild Turkey

Issus: 30-4 BIB Appendix D
Lettexr: 1723 we are the western most extent of the Eastern Deciducus Forest It as amportant that we keep the evolution of eastern species at their
geographical range extent intact wath wilderness Thie 18 called site specific variances and ais not a negative as you imply
Letter: 1723 Baig Creek-- support the designation of all 6767 acres of Big Cresk as a Wilderneas Area

Latter: 1723 Bag Slough--I support the addition of the full 1138 acres to Big Slough Wilderneas Area

Lettex: 1723 Boggy Creek--the F8 has pushed to lease for oil and gas all potential wilderness areas wildeimess study was biased for hunting since i1t was done
during the hunting season

Letter: 1723 Chambers Perry--the 95% harvested area 1s deceaving wost cuts have been thinning

Letter: 1723 Harmon Creek--undergrowth i1z not bad for wilderness

Letter: 1722 Little Lake Creek--I support including the 691 acres I do not support horseback riding in this wilderness .

Lattsxr: 1723 Longleaf Ridge--the Sierra Club dees not support wilderness designations for this area, a Natienal Conservation and Recreatlon Area makes more
sense,

Letter: 1723 Stark Tract--you are being subjective here

Latter- 1723 Turkey Hill--I suppeort the 152 acre addition
Letter: 1723 Winters Bayou--there are sensitive specles there are still cpportunities for solitude and serenity and guiet thais 18 no place for horses
Latter: 1723 (pg 108, DEIS) I am cpposed to you leavang out the Weet and East Forks of the San Jacinto River, Caney Creek, Little Lake Creek, and Big Creek

Response: Comment noted

Letter: 1604 The DEIS includes oome pros and cons as to why each Roadless Area might be wildeimess, buk not as to why each area should be a special area
the alternative as to each, designate it as one or the other category of special area

Rempense: Proposed special areas & developed roadless areas were proposed peparaktely, except those proposed special areas that were fermally propesed in RARE
i1

Letter: 1723 you continually do not address how to make wilderness proposals acceptable or compatible with Congressional intent  You samply disgualify waithout

a good analysis of how such propeosals could be made to be acceptable for walderness Your analysias therefore is 1ncomplete and not acceptable

Responsa: All roadleas preposals are evaluated by a standard set of cxiteria that has bgen established by DOI since RARE I

Letter: 1723 On page 3, 1t 18 not demands iou should talk about but needs How much wilderness do we need Demands are wishes that should not necesssarily be
met

Response. You’re right. That ie part of the eriteria for evaluation. Everyone makes demands & that certainly doesn’t wmean they are needed. It 18 the cobjective
of the Planning effort to review demand & need and develop a range of alternatives that address these concerns
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Iasue: 30-4 Eis Appendix D
Letter: 1723 On page 4 a big deal about NF wilderness areas duplicating other existing wildernees areas Congress has not sald that just because similar

ecopystems are already protected under the National Wilderness Preservation System that othexs should not also be protected
Responae: These are just statementz of facts If they were different from existing, then that might be cause for higher consideration

Letter: 1723 ¥You do not list all wilderness options that were considered in the past listed Caney Creek North, Caney Creek South, and Patroon Bayou as
possible wilderness gites  Yet these are not mentioned in your discussion of post possible wilderness areas

Responee: Caney Creek North & South had been eliminated from the list early in evaluation Chambers Ferry & Patroon Bayou are the same

Letter, 1723 (pg 4) contrary to the impression you leave, that Congress has not decided that not buying mineral rights bars a wilderness from being designated
this 18 not a reason to bar or disgualify an area as being potential wildexmess

Response, Not neccessarily by itself, but 1t 15 definitely a tonsidexation to be evaluated with other factors

Latter+: 1722 (pg %) your road mileage 15 too restrictive Congress has overridden the FS in the past and has allowed roads to go thrxough wildeimess why
are you belng more restrictive?

Response: Following the Wildernmess Attribute Rating System, all areas were given the same rating system
Latter 1723 (pg 5} you are contradictory with the ESA  You say that you use i1t as a criteria but at the same time say you have decided that the RCW should
be drawn out of wildermess elaewhere 1n thas plan RCW  vou have already sard 1s not a problem because you will draw it out of wildernese thexe
are no ESA problems in wilderness

Response* Many aspects of 1200 meter zone mgmt would not be feasable in wilderness

Letter: 1723 On page 6, Table D-1, what do wilderness areas 1n adjolning states have to do with whether there i1s wilderness potential in the Texas NFe® foolash
notion that has ne basis 1n fact especially since Texas NFs have only about 6% set aside while the national average 1s 18% Where 18 the equity?

Responsa Broadbase planning does hot neceasarily have state boundaries Government ownership in TX is considerably lower percentage wise than i1n western states
where larger percentage of state 15 i1n Gov ownershlip Thereby, presenting better opportunities to set aside areas that meet wildermess attrabutes

Lettex 1723 On page 7, Table D-2, you add the ESA as a criteraa when i1t 1s not a criteriam found in the FS Handbook and  you have noted will ke drawn out of
the wildernesseg 1n TX This is rigging the analysis to make 1t seem like areas are not appropriate for wilderness

Responge., Management for ES$ is an important factor to consider Some designation, 1 @& Wilderness, RNA, Scenie Area, ete would be counter to necessary mgmt to
waintain Endangered Species

Letter+ 1723 Big Woods--why does not the FPS manage for a natural looking stand {(plantataons), the Lone Star Hiking Trail needs to be des:ignated but 1s not
currently a National Recreaticn Trarl

Response HNot gure what stands are being referred tc Private land sometimes inhibits natural looking mgnt
Lettay 1723 Bounds Peninsula--undergrowth is not bad for wildermess but part of the ecosystem you do not need trail in wilderness
Responde: That’s true This 1s just anether statement of fact concerning one of the criteria
Laetter+ 1723 Four Notch-- the RRD has 102,000 acres of land that provides opportunities for primitive recreation but elsewhere you say the only real primatave

recreation 18 in wilderness and that there 1s a relatively small amount of semi-primitive recreatioh, you are contradicting yourself here
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Ipgue: 30-4 EIS Appendix D

Responae: Almost all NF land may provade a vigitor a pramitive experience depending upen their base of reference
Lettexr: 1723 Graham Creek--RCW ¢an be drawn out of wilderness Upland Island 1s a wilderness with roads running through it wilderness study was biased

Response: Our Recreation Opportunity Spectrum evaluation, maps, areas of dirffexent opportunities, are based on certarin eriteria Pramitive under ROS 1s mostly a
ugmt objective, 1 e wilderness, even though we all know some are clase to or can even have roads going through them

Letter: 1723 Indian Mounds--the map makes no sense since you propose to add acreage that will make a1t hard to be a wilderness <you do not propose an alternative

that minimizes potential confounding wildeiness management factors
Response: The proposals are not FS5 proposals These are proposals by the public that are being evaluated
Latter: 1723 Jordan Creek--all mineral rights can be acquired, midstoxry trees do net need to be moved completely from RCW
Responae: The law provides for acgquisition of mineral righta It 18 heowever, highly unlaikely that congress would provide the finding

Latter: 1604 The EIS splaits 1te coverage of roadless areas (App D) and Special Areas The maps for roadless areas are often 1mprecise and hard to read
Inadequacies 1n the maps of roadless areas include failure to indicate clear boundaries of the Stark Tract and the propesed 410-acre additien to
Winters Bayou, and continuing to indicate in white (private) the areas that the FS has acguired in wildernesses such as Upland Island (RIS still callas

1t "Graham Creek") and Indian Mounds

Responee: Improvements to maps & identification of Special Areas on Plan maps have been made Maps are to provide general information of location, more specific
maps, USFS ownership, etc can be viewed on maps maintained at the 8 ©

Laettar 1723 Alabama Creek--if clearcutting mimics natural disturbances then how can 1t be considered a negative in any assesgment of wildermess potential define

what "no sigmificant areas where no timber has been removedr define "improved road®

kesgponsse,. Cleapcutting iz one of the standard eriteria developed by DOI foxr Rare I, this concern relates te total timber rxesource & extend of removals Improved
roads are those degeribed in PEIS App E

Igsua: 30-5 EIS Appendix E
Lattex 1723 several rivers that should have been included or moved Eorward in the process were not  The East and West Forks of the San Jacinto River and
Caney Creek i1n SHNF [and] Big Creek ILattle Lake Creek in the Laittle Lake Creek Wildezmess Axea
Letter: 1723 No cutting, as mentioned before, in the wild, acenic, or recreatlon river corridsr must ke allowed only exception would be hazard trees in

imminent danger of falling in an area often frequented by people
Letter: 1723 On page 27, Ayish Bayou, what does "adjacent to the bayou" mean® You do not acknowledge that there are gensztive plants along the bayou as pointed

out in the Wilderness Appendix
Latter: 1723 On page 29, Segment 3, Neches Raver, you do not promote the cld growth vegetation that 18 here  excellent wood duck habitat

Raaponse, Comment noted

Letter: 1723 you utilize criteria that are not appropriate for judgang wany of the rivers
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Igaue: 30-5 EIS Appendix E
Letter: 1723 The criteria used on py 22-25 are not Measurable how do you detexrmine whether something has local significance recreationally? How do you

define wildlife populaticns under Wildlife Values? How do you determine 1f "vegetation, water, and color all contribute to create exempary visual
features", Why no criteria foxr selitude and quiet?

Response: Criteria were established by DOI, and NPS and are used throughout the country for evaluation of candidate streams
Letter: 1723 Some of your crateria are so strict that no river would qualify in East Texas

Responge. The criteria for WSR's was established by the DOI and NP3

Letter: 1723 On page 28, McGee Bend, Angelina River, cancelng can be done what does "wildlife locally common to the forest" mean here? .Bay 1t 18 not free
flowing drains the area below Sam Rayburn Dam, if 1t draina then the water is moving and you cannot say it 18 not freeflowing

Responge. Angelina River segment around McGee Bend ie not free flowing, i1t 1s backwater from the outlet flow at Sam Rayburn Dam and the rest of the river All
of Angelina raver below Sam Rayburn 18 controlled by outlet of Dam.

Latter. 1723 On page 31, Segment 4, Nechea River, 1gnore the 0G bottoms
Letter: 1723 On page 34, Segment 1, Neches River, you ignore the 0G bottoms

Responge: Don’t have a geod defination for 0OG It means drfferent things to different people Geologie criteria 1s reguired

Lettar 1723 On page 33, Cochinno Bayou, decologic criteria are not appropriate

Letter: 1722 On page 35, Segment 2, Neches River, geologic 1s nhot an appropriate criteria to usge

Letter. 1723 On page 38, Tarkington Bayou, geological eriteria are not appropriate here

Letter. 1723 ©On page 39, gaclogical criteria for Winters Bayou is lhappropriate I have seen a Canebrake Rattlesnake here you do not mention
Rugponse. Geolodgic criteris is a required rating

Letter: 1723 On page 37, Henry Lake Branch, what does moderately scenic mean? There are large magnolias along this river and many scenig beaver dams
Rasponsa: Relatively speaking, low moderate and high, Henxy Lake Branch would be moderate

Latter: 1722 apparencly net all seqments were visited and given the more detasled scrunaty that the 11 sefments that SFASU did This biases the review

Repponse: Some of the 26 ravers were eliminated from further study because of low flow ratenm, obptructions such as culverts, reservolix influence or othex
affectas that would influence theixr eligibility

Lettar: 1723 the F3 talks about how the Canoe Trail at Big Slough Wilderness Area 1s difficult to canoe because of debrip that has fallen into the water  But
there 18 no dimeussion that the FS can take hand tools inte the Wildermess and keep the cance trail open or have volunteers do this There 1s also ne
discussion of whether 1f the cance trail is too difficult to keep open whether there should be a cance trxail at all 1f the FS can allow traal
marntenance on the Lone Star Hikang Trail in Little Lake Creek Wildermess Area then why cannot the same be done for the cance trail

Response* Hiking Trails in wilderness have been maintained by volunteers There have heen no volunteers for maintaining the canoe trail in wildermess It ts
prohabitively expensive to provade salaried FS personnel to do this work There are higher priorities with the limited funds & personnel

Letter: 1723 I am concerned about greentres reservoirs because they flood habitatb that i1s wetlands and 1s a productive as 1t can be and cannot be improved
Reapense: Actually, the areas flooded may not technically be wetlands They will provide waterfowl hakitat for a 3 month peried
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Igsue: 30-5 EIS Appendix E

Lettex: 1723 On page 25, Attoyac Raver, define what 1s moderately scenac How did you determine this® What does susceptible to intensive tamber management

practices mean? What does relatively navigable mean®

Reaponsa: Low, mcderate, & high are relative terms that are used along with professicnal judgement

"manage the timker resource within thie corridor teo enhance values such as recreation and wildlife " This leaves things wide open for

Letter- 1723 I am opposed
do not believe you can improve the habitat for wildlife and certainhly not for recreation by

cutting an what must be a protected riparian area
cutting

Reasponse: Can not find statement referred te Plan 8, 10, 11, 12, 20, 41, and 42 indicate or specify just the opposite

Issue: 30-6 EIS Appendix F
Letter: 1723 (pg 10 Exhibit A) 1f you have to estimate the numbers and disztrabution of reproductive individuals and detexmine 1f they are well distriputed then you
need to de more than monaitox BOR
This gives you seme ability to be innovative and do a really complete job

Latter: 1723 (pg 12} these are proposed regulations and have not been adopted

Response. Comment noted

Letter: 1723 {pg 11} you need to say that you are working to reantroduce the Louisiana Black Bear and Red Wolf

Respenpe: Thie 18 a TPWD decision We wall woxk with TFWD in any efforts to reintroduce extirpated species

On 11-18-94 at the Wilderness Conference in Santa Fe, NM Dave Graber sa1d the key questions
These guestions have not been

There 18 zero discussion about

Letter: 1723 I have a real problem with the indicator section
were, What do we measure? and what 1a the relationship between the indicator and what it 1s supposed to indicate?

anawered in this section the only {thing) that iz listed i1s Bxhabit E, a two page list of indicatox species
what the indrcators are supposed to indicate

Responge. Many concexng have been addressed in the revised MI Tables The MI proceas identifies the steps & rational for NI development All MI'e are keyed to a

spacifie habitat group or seral stage as explained 1n the Appendix

{pg 3} you list that populat:on trends of management indicators but then you do not even say that you will be able to determine the population
levels of speciea or even try. In exhibit E you list a lot of species monitored via element of cccuxrence  This just tells you whethex you found
a certailn specles 1in a certain area It does not tell you what the populaticn of the species 1s or what the trends of that population ig or what the
relationships to habitat changes are you have a monitoring situation that viclatees the F5 own federal regulations of what you must do

Exhibit B - there 18 no real discussion of gpecifically what ¢riteria were used to pick MI othex endangered

Letter. 1723

Lettar: 1723

Response. The process record for MI are extensive The Appendix explains the steps & direction for MI, but records of the many meetings & coordination with
Federal, State, University & other professionals are on file & may be viewed at the & 0

Lettex: 1723 (pg 3) you alse call for flexability in monitoring but what you really need i1s a specific protocol for monitoring This protocol must be able to
eatch downward or upward trends in populations Habitat condations i1s too nebulcus a term to use to be able to tell how a opecies 1s doing You
are guaranteeing that you will not be able to tell how populations are really doing with the proposed system
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Issue* 30-6 EIS Appendix F

Response, Monitoring elements are explained an the Plan, chapter V The degree of wmonitoring i1s based on use, T&E species recelve more ihtensive activity while
nore common species recelved extensive monitoring acktaon

Lettar: 1723 (pg 4) yvou diad not invite the public to give input as to what species they would like to see monitored You give no explanation as to why certain
species were choaen Therefore your reasoning for your choices are not clear

Response: Public comments & proposals related to MI have been solacited, received, & utilized in the planning revision process since 1990
Letter: 1722 (pg 8) 1t appears as 1f you are lgnoring state listed species and also Texas Organization for Bndangered Species listed species
Response+ All state listed species were evaluated during the MI process

Letter: 1723 (2621 1 #5) I do not see where this has heen done and documented  You need to 1nclude boundaries W1ll these be larger than compartments or the
same and 3f the same why so?

Responaa: See steps 1-4 of the MI selection proceps, App F
Letters 1723 (2621 3 #1) Has this been done? You need to explain hew you did this and why you chese the boundaries you did
Response. See EIS App B
Letter: 1723 (2621 3 #3) I do not see this addressed for indicator species
Response: This information is in the computer analysis of the Altermatives & was utilized to describe effects in EIS, Chapter III
Latter 1722 (2621 4) where are the habitat components required by the MI and the mitigation measures needed to protect the MI from plan activitiem?
Responge See revised MI table

Lattar 1723 (2623 #1} I call thas the carrying capacity Where are these figures I see some population figures under Exhaibit E but no discussion on how they
were derived and whether they are sufficient to establish well distributed populations

Response Habitat capability & carrying capacity are 2 different concepts Plan App F describes the process, detalls are found within the MI process record

Letter: 1723 (pg 38-39) the Bay Shrub wetlands 18 not just found as an inclusion in LLP areas I have found them in the San Jacinto RD  in compartment 20
There are zerc LLP i1n these areas The reality 1a again that EOR cannot tell you viability, population estimates or even distribution figures

Responea: The MI identification of baygalls was not developed to exclude this from axeas other than Longleaf-Little Blustem landacapes, but rather a way to
indicate their amportance as a microsrte within that landscape

Issua: 30-7 EIS Appendix 6
Latter 1723 I am concerned that areas that qual:fy for RNA were turned down
Responee* All areas recommended for RNA status by the review committee have been assigned to MA-3a, Research Natural Areas, 1in this revision

Letter. 1723 (pg 12 & 15) remove ATV use from Boykin Springs and Trout Creek These are incompatible uses that destroy rescurces
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fagua- 30-7 EIg Appendix &
ATV use does occur in these areas

Reagponse* The statements you refer to are statements of fact

Issum. 30-8 EIS Appendix H
{pg 2) Quarterman and Keever also found that the climax for the Southern Regien, which includes most of the Texas NF’'a was Southern Mixed Hardwood
...¥ou are proposing

The nawes that you are giving here to various plant communaities denote mostly subclimax or disclimax communities Mixed hardwoods are the
In the Van Lear and Jonea paper thease are called hardwood eite types versus management/successional types

Latter 1723
Forests
manage for earlier succepsional types at the expense of later successional typee which are more hardwood dominated

dominant specles
to

Response: Comment noted

It 28 also important that the reconstruction of

(pg 3) I could not faind the catation of Walker and Baker 1n the bibliography at the back of Rpp H
historical vegetation using old land surveys and other methods be done as soon as possible and 1h the interam deciszons are not made which make

Letter. 1723
copmitments that contradict and keep the repults of the vegetative reconstructien fxom being implemented when finalized

Regponse Appendix H has been edited & iesues corrected
(pg 9) there 18 no discugsion of other distuxbances other than SpPB and what amount of acres they affected and still do affect Texas NF's A&n average
amount of NF land affected by each type of disturbance needs to be given for each average year This then puts natural disturbance factors and their

Letter: 1723
overall importance rnto context

Response gee BIS, chapter III for added discusgion of disturbance factors
As mentioned before in these commenta Loblollies can

You canneot combine two different moisturxe types which i1s what you

{pg 35) you under estimate the OG age of Loblolly Pines and hardwoods in the Loblelly-Oak Sexies
I have never heard of an Upland Dry-Mesic Forest

Letter: 1723
get up to 250-300 yeaxs 1n age
have done by combining dry with mesic, which denotes intermediate morsture content
Responge* This description 18 based on a national effort coordinated by TNC, the combinatien of these types i1dentifies the similarity of the 2 types from a

habitat standpoint Dry & xXeritc & mesic have been separated within habitat groups for the mgmt andicators
Igsue: 30-9 EIS Appendix I

Igsue: 30-10 EIS Appendix J

Issuae+: 40-3 Plan Appendix A
Letter. 1723 (pg 26} I am cohcerned about too little sampling being done to wverify the tentative models
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Isguet 40-1 Plan Appendix A

Letter; 1723 It seems like what you are advocating with the ECS and the App H & I 18 a method for allewing and justifying type conversion s¢ you can say that
scientifically thie 1s ckay I do not favor type conversion that leads away from the vegetation type that would normally dominate the site

Response: Comment noted

Letter: 1723 ({pg 1} the discussion of EM 18 sc general that the present forest plan could be argued to adhere to thas the Regional Beosystem Classification
Team apparently hae not finished the Ecological Classification Mapping and Inventory System Ox has 1t? This not clear? there has been no formal
public input perioed What will be done in the interim to ensure that commitmente that viclate the new system are not made?

(pg 2) what additional information 1a needed on Texas NFe? How 15 1t expected to help modify the ECS am presently envipioned® When wall the public get
a chante to have anput and review for this aystem, the system set out in this appendix has no inclusions policy I am oppesed to leaving to
distriets in the landtype and landtype phase unat the responsibility for determining what 18 an inclusion The map of each ecolegzcal land landscape
with land unats must be checked by the FS for accuracy with help for TPWD, USFWS, and the interested publac

Letter: 1723

Responsa: ECS 1s a contlnually daveleping & improvement effort as wore information i1s gained, clearer i1dentification of BCS componente will he described
Numerous state, federal, and univeraity personnel, as well as organizations and individuals have provided information Your 1nput 1s also welcome

Lettex 1723 (pg 7) you ignore the San Jacinto River's influence in the San Jacanto RD and Raven RD of the SHNF southwestern Gulf Flatwoads Subsection, why are

there no numbers for precipaitatilon
Letter 1723 (pyg 13-20) 1f you have several LTA’s that cross NF's how wall you ensure that they are managed consiptently? why do you not know 1f the Sweetbay

Magnolaia Series laves in Sandy Uplands  Thas should be determinable When will you do thae®

Lattex, 1723 (pg 21-22) you keep saying Southwestern Loblelly-Hardwood Subsection but thie 1s not listed on page 11  Why?

Letter: 1723 ., Table 2, how can a landtype, which 18 supposed to be larger than a landtype phase be smaller as shown under the Map Scale/Size line® Also you do
not explain the words and phrases uped Please place a legend here mo I can figurxe thas table out

Letter, 1723 Table 3, the fire frequency is not given with years of fire it seems to me that the Big Thicket and San Jacinte should be very low and 1f so
why do you plan to manage these areas with fire frequencies 2-5 or 3-5 yvears on the uplands which as a frequent occurrence and not very infreguent

like the table says

Responser The table has been corrected.

Latter 1723  (pg 22) San Jacinte Flatwoods The hardwoods here are very agdressive due to the moilsture and soil conditiona LLP I do not believe can make it in
thie compartuent due to poor drainage and hardwood competition You need teo make this adjustment so you do not try to grow something where it does not

belong
Rasponse. These decisicns will be made on a site specific basis

Lettar 1723 (pyg 24) under EBig Thicket LTA you ignore hardwoods exist along creeks and slopes i1n Very recognizable communities You need to list these as plant
communhities too!

Reaponse, These are gnall components that will be described at the Landtype phase

Ispua* 40-2 Plan Appendix B
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Isana: 40-2 Plan Appendix B

Letter: 1723 {(pg 2) you need a map tc show where roads are, whach will be reconstructed, what is their class new, which Ranger District they are in, what 18 the
mileage and surface, what are the road speeds, ete In other words you need to show the cumulative impacts now

Regponse: Access needs for any given area are based on a site-specific analysis taking into account a variety of resource needs, constraints, and environmental
factore as outlined in the S&¢@ for the appropriate MAs T3L, reconstruction needs, mitigating measures, and locations feor all transportatien
facilities are detexmined at that time  Most reconstruction work will involve minor reconstruction as defined in EIS Chapter IIX, Part II(a),
utilizing existing routes with Foreat-wide S&G applied to minimize effects on the rescurces

Isaua: 40-3 Plan Appendix €
Letter: 1723 (Bg 2, 1} sompartments must not be the cutting planning unit  These are not ecologically based  Watersheds should be the plannming umt

Response Ecological land type was the break for MAs 1 and 2 The compartment boundaries were used as an approximate boundary for purposes of modeling
(estimation are wathan +5%) Site specific boundary will be determined on site during project implementation

Latter: 1723 (Stage 3, 2} you do not protect all areas that are sensitive

Ragponsa. All areas that are not suitable for timber management have been excluded from MAs 1 and 2 S&G will be used to insure protections of resources such
as MA-1-16, MA-1-62, MA-1-78, MA-2-16, MA-2-62 and MA-2-78

Latter. 1723 (Stage 3, 3 } I am net an favor of thinning hardwoods since you will destroy many by salvage

Ragponse: Hardwood thainning in MA-2 1s for purpose of RCW management, see MA-2-156, MA~2-157, MA-2-158, and MA-2-169 Also, in treatment for SPB, haxdwoods may
be cut, see FW-074

Letter: 1723 (4 , Table 1) where are the physically unsuitable acres You do not have a map to i1dentify them on the NF they exist on  The same holds for 5 ,
irreversible damage likely and not restockable within 5 yrs Where are these?

Recponese: Lands physically unsuitable for timber preduction are on the Sam Houston NF, within compartments 46 & 48, along East Sandy Raver  Exasting stands are
hardwood Note, should be 203-13, not 213-2

Lettar: 1723 (Table 5) bottomland area should not be grazed and should be put under 3 Land Withdrawn from Forage Production

Reaponse Historacally, grazing has been aimportant to the arxea, but demand for grazing i1s decreasing See Plan, Chapter II, Mix of Goods and Service Issue
Range Therefore, with the demand decreasing, the amount of bottomland acres used for grazing will become minimal on the forest Most of the
bottomland acres for the preferred alternat:ive are within MA-4 Momitoring of the livestock grazing will take place and the cattle will be reatricted,
controlled or excluded 1f evidence of degradation occcuwa  Alse, within MA-4, there will be no supplemental livestock feeding nor salt/mineral blocks

Bottomland acres by management area MA-1-6928 acres-grazing permitted, but with de-emphasaze MA~2-7520 acres-grazang permitted, but with de-
enphasize MA-4-38353 acres-area tlosely monitored and restricted 1f evidence of degradation cccurs MA7-5525 acres-grazing discouraged  MA-8-3497
acres-not suitable. MA-9-696 acres-not suitable MA-10-206 acres-not suitable

Letter. 1723 (Table &) vou plan to cut up SHNF the most It appears as 1f you will cut too much bottom and potential OG with this proposal
Regponse: Only 13,548 acres of bottomland are wathin MA 1 and 2, therefore on a 120 year planned rotation, this wall be a little more than 100 acres a year NF
wide 0f this total, only 3989 acres are on the Sam Houston, therefore less than 35 acres are estimated to be cut each annually Also, with acres

beang approxamately the same for the Davy Crockett, Sabine and Sam Houston NFs, how did you caleulate that the Sam Houston NF will be cut up the most?
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Iasue: 40-4 Blan Appendix
Latter* 1723 you need to

NF You also need

Regponsse: State & Federal agencies, university and USF resource personnel, as well as public comments were used in developing this list

list and protect the Texas Organization for Endangered Species listed species
Southeastern Myotis

PLAN AND EIS COMMENRTS
Commanta by Issue and Responde

D

on page 3 the F$ needs to work on documenting the
the Canebrake Rattlesmake ought to be more than a Watch species Cn page 4 Nodding Nixie has been found on the Sam Houston
to include Scuthern Cranefly, Green Rean, and Southern Twayblade Orchids because they are adversely impactd by timbering activities

It will be updated on

at least an annual basis Your input 1s appreciated

Iusna: 40-5 Plan Appendix

Latter: 1723

B

(pg 3) 1 am totally against adding 200 more miles of ORV trail to SHNF The present trails are net up to trail standard and the F5 does not have the

law enforcement and perscnnel to adeguately police the area for viclations

Responss: Comment noted

Letter. 1723
on the proposal to
Letter 1723 (pg 1)
maihtalned to standards?
Ragponsa RAll USFS projects are
Letter 1723 (pg 2)

campground here

{pg 4} I am against the upgrading of all foreat rcads

projected demand should not play a role

I oppose Kelly Campground construction because you cannot control ORV use and it has been peverely abused already
of the RUW coleony there

You need te close roads and not add more and 1mprove them
designate and upgrade the roads on pages 4-5 as Forest Highways.

In addition you need to do an EIS
What wall be the ampacts on wildlife and the envaronment?

It must be nieed and environmental damage and what has occurred in the past Can the area be
what about the loss of solitude and quiet? Where is carrying capacity®?

evaluated on a site specific basis to include impact assessment on the human environment
I opposed Cagle because

I also cppeose Tarkington Bayou because the 1sclation and solitude and quiet of this place will be destroyed by a developed
why 18 the Lone Star Hiking Trail given only a medium rating and priority?

Response These rankings were based on a number of factors that can be reviewad in the LMP process record

Isoue 40-6 Plan Appendix

Latter* 1723 FW-185 refer(s) to

or NF apecific

Response The standard has been
material in the S0

Iasue: 40-7 Plan Appendix

Latter: 1723

F

Appendix F but then you do not explain what the soil ¢ompaction lamits mean and how they were derived the limits are not soil

clarified The tables listed are based on significant research & process record anformation, you are welcome to review this

)

2f, I do not accept the wmedium rating because ORV trails are still eroding and still not up to trail standards

hppendix-k page 221



Issue® 40-~7
Letter.
Letter:
Laetter

Latter:
Letter:

1723

1723

1723

1723
1722

PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Issue and Response

Plan Appendix G

it seems to me that you admit that EM cannot be adaquately monitored wvia 49, 1b, le, and 3a with the ratings that are given For EM te work the
whole plan depends on the celumns to all be filled out and be accurate

2d, unacceptable conflicts, your monitoring is pathetic Most people do not write They leave an area and do not come back when there 18 a
conflict Your whole proposal here does not make sense

4c I doubt you will have the high precision and reliability that 15 stated to tell about species diversity since there are not enough biclegiste to
do thip monitoring

4g It 18 worrisome that you have such low precisicn and reliability to tell if fire 15 1mproving the ecosystem

54 a statewide monitoring network will not tell you 1f air meets NARQS in the NF's You need menitoring in the forest It 13 alsc of concern

that you have a low precision and reliabilaity of telling if oczone 1a hurting vegetation This is not acceptable

Reaponse Comment noted

Letter.
Letter:
Latter:
Lettex:

1723
1723
1723
1723

many times there are no real meapurements or the measurements are too general (Appendix 6 1b, lc, 3a, 31, 4g, and 5d)
4a what 18 the difference between moderate and medium?

4b the precision and reliabilaity 1s low to determine £ hunting hurts nongame speciea How can you do better=

5a whe will sample for water guality?

Responss: The M&E table has been changed to reflect thas

Latter.

1723

3¢, what kind of sample surveys will you perform?®

Responre: Acres of Ecosystem restored through landscape level (GAP} type analysis & species surveys on the site

Lettar:

Reaponsa

Iggua 40-8

Issue: 93

Latter:

1723

1437

la) there are no criteraia  Why”

Thais table has been corrected to reflect your concern

Plan Appendix H

Other

as president of the SJCFLA, I would like to inform you that myself, along with the other officers and directors have reviewed Mr Vann's [letter
#1767] letter and we do agree with and support his concerns and recommendations set forth in the Jletter Please give these matters additional

vonslderation in your ravision of the management plan

Responee: Comment noted
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Tagus- 99 other
Lettex: 75 We must protect our natural resources for our children and theix children
Lettarx: 79 We need to save what is left for the future with cauticus management

Responme; Trees, like all living thangs, deo not live forever When a stand is regenerated new seedlangs can become eatablished and the baby trees begin the
cycle over again Trees planted in 1920 are now 60 years old, stands regenerated in 1350 will be 60 years old an 2010, stands regenerated in 1990
will be 60 years old in 2050, and etc  Regeneratlon engures today's forests will be here tomorrow All taimber harvest levels in the alternatives of
the PBIS are at sustainable levels that do not wmpair the long terw productivity of the land in accordance with Section 6 (3) (E) of the RPA of 1574 as
amended.

Letter: 69 I would like to see an annual statement of the percentage of NF land in Texas that has been converted to even-age pine plantaticnh

Response* Approxamately 22,000 acres of already existing even-aged pine stands have been regenerated pince 1987 However, there have been no conversions to
even-aged pine stands durrng that period nor are there any planned in this revision

Insue* 55-1 Not in the Scope of the Plan
Latter: 4 Our state forests are what make our lands so naturally fulfilled
Letter. 118 Salvage cuttaing in Wilderness Areas affected by the southern pine beetle will not achieve Charles Wilson's "expressed" goal of protecting nearby

private timber

Latter: 151 Until we get a handle on over population, every effort must be made to protect our natural resocurdes

Letter. 221 Recent frenzied deforestation of second growth mixed forest in one of the small NFS compartments near my home has had a devastating impact on wild
creatures that once lived there now all destroyed by an insane system of subsidized and instatutionalized deforeamtation, partly supported by
banks, congress, law enforcement, and universitles

Latter: 231 The FS couldn’'t manage a 1/2 acre watermelon patch

Latter. 259 The FS5 as a whole has done a dismal job of managing our coumbtry's forests - redwoods harvested for a bunch of stupid pacnic tables & wood for Japan'!

future genexations will be deniad the benefits of so much because of the current slant toward the business interests

Latter: 319 ILike you and cther timber product users I consume my share I am willing, however, to buy used furniture, recycled paper products and to separate my
garbage everyday so that [ewer trees can be cut

Lattaer: 389 I hope vou drive south from Kountze to Beaumont and just see how many trees have been cut - It’s a SHAME! Wherxe are ouxr birds going to nest?

Lattar: 565 Help us protect cur environment Things that arxe done te damage it can seldom be undone

Lettex: 1165 T encourage any effort which aims to reduce our reliance on forest products

Letter: 1636 If Gifford Panchot were alive today he would probably be laughing and crying at the same time over the effort you are having to put anto planning

Leatter: 1660 Can we please just use commen sense here? Protect this Barth - 1t‘s the only one we've got!

Lattar: 1662 I live next to NF land and weuld like te see as much as peesible that the land be left wild

Letter: 1670 Intexnal paperwork and mailings should be on double-sided copies

Letter: 1670 The dishonesty of the USFS 1o appalling

Letter, 1670 Sell the National Foresta--but not the wilderness--to pravate cowpanles and we can all find something else to de

Letter. 1781 We, my family, own timber land in Louisiana, where we take great care of the environment Surely, such care should alec be taken by land belonging to
the nation - especrally as an example to the private sector

Reapcnese: Comment noted

Letter: 280 Please do not destroy my children’s hexritage Leave nature alone
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Isgue: 99-] Not i1n the Scope of the Plan

Letter 1138 Please make an effort to save the forest for my daughter and her generation
Letter. 1143 it 1s important to conserve our natural resources.

Rasponse* See BIS appendix B for constraints used with all altermataives These constraints insure that timber harvest levels are at sustainable levels that do
not impair the long texm productivity of the land This 18 in accordance with Section 4 of the MUSYA of 1560

Letter. 624 Tourism in NF lands 1s increasing I'm sure the communities in the area will benefit just as much by protecting our resource (not logging
corporations}

Response: The FS strives to maintain NFGT benefitang all mankind Tourasts come to the NFGT for wmany reasons - camping, swimming, boating, hiking, fishaing,
hunting or just to relax The EIS and Plan look at these areas and, while net addressing tourists directly, attempts to provide NFGT everyone can

enjoy

Letter: 862 It 18 time we stopped grving away our natural resourceas without protection for wildlafe and plant communities It 1s not our right as human beinge to
destroy our environment to get the commodities we want

Letter. 1329 I don‘t understand the forest sexvices catering primarily to the greedy interests of lumber people and not pxeserving our heritage with thoughtful and
careful management

Response: Timber sales are a "tool" used to protect, perpetuate, and improve our NF resources Trees are harvested for many reasons te create, maintain or
improve the health of timber stands, to c¢reate, maintain, or improve desirable wildlife habitat, to prevent or contrxol the infestation of insects,
digease, windstorms, and fire, and for other reasons Por example, timber sales are uped to improve the habitat of the RCW Using taimber sales, tens
of thousands of acres of the habitat have been thinned to be more desirable and some of the monies from the timber sales receapts were used to further
improve the habitat by contrelling undesireable mid-story vegetation, by ainetallang artificial cavities in trees, etc The NFGT do not have a "below
cost” timber sale program Our comprehensive accounting records show the NFGT have not had a "below cost* timber sale program since we started
keepaing such records In FY 1994, the NFGT recelved moxe than $15 million in revenue from timber sales, and just spent about $5 mallion on timber
sales and all the other costs asscciated wath timber sales The net revenue to the U § Government from the timber sale program was about 510
millien The timber sale program on the NFGT generated about $2 86 for every %1 00 of tax dollars spent during the FY

Letter: 1310 Roads are ubiguitous on private lands, in cities, in rural areas, everywhere Publiec lands are the one plage where 1t 1s possible to net have so many
roads It makes no senge to honeycomb public lands with xoads also

Response With State, County, and FS routes, a transportation system 1a 1n place that meets access needs into most areas of the Forest This system will,
however, require some reconstruction to meet expected use needs with the majority of the reconstruction inveolving minor work as defined in EIS Chapter
111, Part II{a) utilizaing existing routes The FS road system must meet not only the access needs for resource production, but must also provide
acceas for a wide variety of other uses and needa including recreation, mineral exploration, special uses as well as takang into consideraticn the

mobility needs of people with disabilities

Latters 1167 I urge that the NF&Ga 1n Tx be designated as a National Natural Preaserve and Wilderness, and with KO development actaivities, NO logging and roads,
with the Preserve to include 2,094,750 acres and the Wilderness to anclude 837,900 acres

Latter. 1181 philesophy of the USFS 1is long overdue in changang from that of a business in which the great American drety, MONBY, 1a worshipped to a philosophy
of gratatude, honor & respect, love for what nature put here

Letter: 1310 The F5 should request to the Congrese that the method of payments to lowal counties and schoeolas be changed

Letter: 1310 FS payments to countiez and schools should be based on acreage, not on income

Letter: 1310 Reduce the bureaucracy and the budgets for all these areas {grazing, wildlife, campgrounds, timbex) Increase the budget for law enforcement and land
acquisrtion  Save the taxpayers a few million dollars a year
Letter 1310 tried to help get appropriations under the Land and Water Conservation Fund for certain land acquisitions Congress just doeen't seen to be

caoperating It should be possible teo shuttle some money from other budgets to get the parcels identified as of highest priority
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Issua 99-1

Lettar.

Lsttar:

Lettar:

1611

1611

1611

PLAN RAND RIS CCOMMENTS
Commants by Isaue and Response

Not in the Scope of the Plan

I propose 1) the USPS pupport repeal of the KV Act  In lieu of the act's all sales of tamber frem NF be ceased 2) That each USPS unit be totally
funded by Iine 1tem with ne funds coming from local aales, or operation or management of the N¥ 3) That all sales, concessions, use fees, etc , on
NP lands go directly ante the general federal treasury  Bach NF would stand alone with respect to funding

I proposie that 1) all cutting, hauling, trimming, salvage, etc done for scientific reasons be done solely by NF employees and with the oversight of
the research division of the USFS That there be no contracts with local providers that would profit directly from timber management decisions Even
fuel expenses should be purchased outside of the county to avoid any dependence by the communaty on cutting activity on the NF 2) That all FS staff
be reviewed for poseible conflicts of interest with relationships with local timber companies and private businesses who currently do business with
the Service

I propose that 1)ino tree 1s cut for the purpose of profit for anyone on NF lands  Treeg cut for beetle control, thanning, fire control, or other
scientific purpcses be used aclely for the use of the FS for building, construction, erosion contrel, or other non-fund enhancement use 2) That a
special committee that includes representatives from the research branch of the FS be empaneled prior to the cutting of any tree on the NF, to approve
the final cuttang and tree disposition plan  Consideration should be gaven to inclusion of non-forest service and non-timber industry persona from
the community that can help the FS move from the "crop" approach to the "museum" approach — Perhapse a museum curator might be a good choice 3} That
bio~diversity be the order of the day

Responsa: Comment noted, though this 1s really a congressional-interest item

I think that fund sharing to the sounty, scheoels ete should be on an acreage or scme other method, possibly including resources from user fees eta
ag long as fund sharing 1s from commodity producticn enly, forest resources will {be) aover utilized

Payments to counties are based on the revenue from each Forest  Revenue payments to each county are based on the percent of the Forest occupying a
specific county land Any other means needs congressional action

Letter. 194
Raesponsa:
Lattax: 221

When the NFS acquired east Texas land there were a few acres of original Big Thacket wilderness left that they could have saved forx future generations
but chose not to

Response: The Big Thicket 1a part of the NPS The NFGT 1s not involved with management of Park Service lands

Lettear:

Letter:
Latter:
Lattex:
Lattar:
Lattexr*
Letter*
Latter:
Letter.
Latter.
Latterx.
Lettar

Latter.

187

240
266
3le
563
594
653
844
845
BS2
BE3
B84
1501

As I 81t here reading the information provided to me by the Sierra Club, I wonder abeout the future I'‘'m sure you are not interested an the musings/
thoughts of a 35 year old Mom But, I'd like you to consider that all the actions you take, specifically an thas land management and generally, in
what the U 5 government citlzens do greatly effect what will ccecur in the future and globally  Too often we react in the short term rather than
think of how our choices will relate in the long terms We need to thank about the future, what will be left for our children
Can’'t anyone see what our prize forests will look like say hundred vears E£rom now A few jobs and money <an never replace these National Forest
Please allow the "National Wood Farm" teo become a "National Forest" once again

citizens of Texas CARE about our natural resources They belong to us and not only those who stand to profit from them
Please help us use our resourxces wisely This 1s so important for our children’s sake
We have so little untouched wilderness left please do your best to protect all of ocur natural rescuxces

too much emphasis on today’s consumption and teoo little on saving for tomorrow's citizens

please consider our future generaticns
The public derives 1ts value of the land when 1t i1s left alone

It's extremely iwmportant in day & age that we provide good stewardship
If the earth continues to be destroyed we will look like Mare
irrevergible damage has been done we have to begin to reppect the finite resources God has blessed us with, TODAY

My husband, three sons, and I are all avid bird-watchers, hikers, huntere, and native Texans We look forward to many years of enjoyment in Texas’
forests Please help protect them for us and for those to come
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Issue*+ 55-]

PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Iesue and Reaponse

Not in the Scope of the Plan

Rapponse: Trees, like all livang thangs, do not live forever when a stand 1s regenerated new seedlings can become established and the baby trees begin the

Deatter:
Letter;
Liattex:
Lettar:
Lettar:

Leatter:
Lettar:
Lettaer:
Letter:
Letter:

Lattar:

Letter.
Lattar:

Letter.

Latter-
Lattar

Latter:
Latter:
Latter

Lettar:
Latter:
Latter

Latter:
Letter:
Letter.
Latter:

Lettar:

Letter

Letter:
Letter

cycle over agaln Trees planted in 1920 are now 60 years ©ld, stande regenerated in 1950 will be 60 years old an 2010, stands regenerated in 1990
will be 60 years old in 2050, and ete Regeneration enaures today's foresta will be here tomerrow  All tiwber harveat levels an the altermatives of
the FEIS are at sustainable levels that do not impair the long term productivaty of the land in accordance with Section 6 (3) (E) of the RPA of 1974 as

amended
70 ©Qur naticnal foreats, deserve preservation
74 Commodity production i1s an out-dated practice Public lands should be managed for recreational and aesthetic benefits

30 I do not believe that tamber cutting should be allowed an Mational Ferests
35 I thank there should be no cutting in the National Forests

181 I would prefer even more stringent protection of the ecosystems effected, where ever I ge I try to visit the natural parks & preserves and I
always come away understanding the precious nature of these areas
184 Cherish or perish Please help us in this proceas of individual and collective respensibilaty

198 We need ro staxt saving the land and txees to have new National Park, State Park or Natural Arean
226 I we can’'t have beauty and peace and quiet in a park, then we should give them all teo the greedy Big Money Guys
249 As a long time resident of East Texas I grew to appreciate theae forests and feel satreongly that no trees should ke cut in our NFs

328 I am totally depressed and angered by the destruction of our national forest Please do something to stop the desecration of our naticnal
resources

333 so much of Texas’ most beaut:iful lands are still in private hands Sco the precious few public lands we have must be protected When I see the
unnecegaary wholesale cutting an the forests, 1t makes me feel that we are regressing in our understanding of ecosystems

360 It'e Eime to start managing our NF as true forest and not special interest tree farms

569 The USFS should protect at all costa, our natural envircnment which, 1f not preserved NOW will continue te detericorate until there 18 nothing left
to protect

572 We need to protect the wildlife keep the streams clean and make 1t where all ages of people can enjoy camping, back packing or just setting and
enjoying the beauty
841 need cur help in preserving the land and ites wildlaife
B4¢ help us preserve what we've got now
847 Please be a responsible superviser and good steward of the land
850 I perscnally believe that NFs should not be used for taimber harvest at all - there’s plenty timber company pravate land for that
956 We must do everything possible to preserve the beauty of our state
982 I oppose any timber cutting in our National Foreste
1080 Multaple uses such ag harvesting and recreatlon have a place, but only secondarily to preservation
108% In my opinion NO cutting should be allowed for commercial use in oux NFs!
1113 I‘ve always felt that the FS was implemented to "protect” this resgource, not to capitalaze on it
1265 now 1a the time for emphasis to shift from revenue producticn te pretection
1357 I know what a valuable resource the forest are ain Texas I would hate to gee them or any forest damaged anymore than they already have been
1506 Why 12 1t I have to write so many of these letters, OUTRAGED that the pecple that we entrust to make the right decisiens, seem to ignore what 1s self
evidently the RIGHT decimion & pursue a path that prospers a few corporations lockout for the bhest interest of the forest' For us & our
children, I don‘t want to take my kids to see a TREE FARM, where once there was a forest
1616 It 18 time to redefine the reason for being for the Forest Sexvice If not then change the name to National Tamber Management Service How can it be
a foreast service 1f the current practices ave causing bicodiversity loss, soil eresion and water pollution in our National Foxests in Texawm?
1669 We need a change in Forest Management If I‘m not mistaken, the tax payers pay you peoples salary So act like you're supposed to & protect the
forest
1726 There 18 lattle in the way of natural recreaticnal opportunity in Houston except for the nearby foreats They should be preserved!
1748 I lave and cown land in a county where we have seen huge sectiona of forest developed by get-rich-guick realty schemes I am really fed up with the
emphasis on harvesting, rather than protecting the few parcels of protected (so-called) land left - called our National Forests and Grasslands
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FLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Commente by Issue and Response

Issua, 99-1 Not in the Scope of the Plan
Response: One of the purposes of the F8 is to supply timber NF are managed for renewable and non-renewable resources which include * but not limited to
recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife and fish, and natural ecenic, scientific, and historic values wirthout impairment of the
productivity of the land " {FLPMA Section 103 (¢}) Haticnal parks and monuments were created to preserve  There 1s no commodity production in a

National Park  The NPFGT are part of the F3, not the NPS

Letter: 106 Let’'s remember that we’re a first world country-and first world countries don’t export raw products

Latter: $32 I object to the present shipment of our natural beauty to be cut and shipped to Japan for homes to a civilization that has i1n the past caused
bloodshed and the prespent trade defacit

Letter: 1579 And quit furnishing them (timber} to forergn countries - I don’'t understand the economics of "trade" so say to heck with sending our trees ocut of the
country

Response: We are unaware of any unprocessed logs from the NPGT being exported
Latter: 156 I have seen the timber cuttaing and hauling imn the mountains of New Mexico, noxth of Taos in dead winter F8 graders and bulldozexe were keeping forest
roads open loeing money by selling our assets This happens here in Texas also
Response: Our comprehensive accounting recerds show the NFGT have net had a "below cost” timber sale program since we ptarted keeping such recoxds In FY 1994,
the NFST received more than $15 million in revenue from timber sales, just spent about $5 millien on timber sales and all the other coste associated
with timber pales The net revenue te the US Government from the timber sale program wae about $10 mallion  The timbex sale program on the NFGT

generated about 32 86 for every 51 00 of tax dollars spent during the FY

Lattar: 192 Please think of our CHILDREN'S future - we need to protect our resources and use them carefully
Lattar: 256 I wiah to bhe able to continue to enjoy our NFs and hope that future generations may do so

Response: NFs are managed in accordance wath MUSYA prancaiples  Appendix B of the EIS details the analysis for the timber harvest levels for each alternative
Letter: 1679 The Draft FP does not address grazing fees rates Rates should be set comparable to fees on private land

Responaa: Congress controls grazing fees

Lettar: 335 I want to thank you for getting thaings started and on the road to open dialogue It appears we finally are getting scmeone to listen te the varied
neede of users and then try to accommodate all of our varied interests and st:ll maintain some form of sanity in the utilization of our heritage I am
taking this couple of minutes to tell you guys THANKS Now don't get all swell headed, we are not on the same page yet, but we are at least in the

same song book Please let your subordinates know that I appreciate their efforts Keep up the good work
Ragpenge The IDT appreciates your support
Lettar: 1125 Under no circumstances will I ever vote for a candidate or an administrative agency promoting clearcutting of NF lands
Reaponsae., Recent directicon from the Chief limited clearcutting on NFS lands to areas where it 1s essential to meet FP objectives and where particular
circumstances regquire it The selected alternative incorporates this direction while providing that regeneration cutting methods be determined on a
site-specific basis
Letter: 1266 There 1s very little public lands in Texas We believe these lands wexe set aside as National public lands to insure intact forested ecosystem
remalin
Letter: 1302 Somewhere and now we must begin proper management for the benefit of future generations In 200 years we have destroyed 50% of our rural environment

Now i the time to begin saving the balance thru proper management
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PLAN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Issus and Respcnae

Issue: 99-1 Not in the Scope of the Plan

Response: NFs are managed for renewable and nonrenewable resources which include "but not limited to recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife
and fish, and natural scenic, scientific, and historic values without ampairment of the productivaity of the land " in accordance with FLPMA
Section 103 (c)

Latter: 1658 At one tame T knew & enjoyed & loved that ferest (Sam Houston NF) & all the others very much However the way you have changed it to a near pine
plantation, following the footstep of the tamber company treatment of thear land, as pretty sack I am against any timber cuttang in cur national
forests

Responme: The NFT does not manage for pane monocultures but for longleaf paine, xeriec and dry-mesic oak pine, mixed loblolly-hardwood, mesic hardweod and
bottomland hardwood communities  Theae are described in detail an Chaptex IITI Part I{(a) of the BIS The effectes of each alternative are analyzed ain
the pame section

Latter: 993 The plan, as written, 1s so difficult to read and follow that at times I have puspected that you were trying to play a big trick on all us Sierra Club
and "the like' by producing a big cloud of VERBAL SMOKE I feel certain that I cculd do almost anything within the guidelines and definitions that you
have published

Responsa: The FP is an implementation guide for the gelected altermative It 18 to he used by people with a working knowledge of foreatry and the missron of
the NFGT

Latter: 1126 The developer an my area bulldozed his entire parcel before building It hae taken the resadents of our area 20 years to provide modest growth for the
wild creatures who once lived in our area How long will it take you to restore the sntire ecosystem of the East Texas Piney Woods?

Rtsponlo-
The development to which vou refer occurred on private land NFGT does not interfere with the management of private land Howevex, humans and their
land uses are a part of the ecosystem The entire eccaystem of BETX includes caties, farms, and wman made lakes, such as Lake Sam Rayburn  The NFGT

can only manage for ecosystems that occur naturally on Fg land

Lettex: 1441 The new office at Apple Sprangs 18 ample space, and conveniently )ocated for all etployees - the necessary practices can be accomplished from thais

hub
Letter: 1442 I am concerned with the posseibility of the office here being moved to Ratclaff
Latter: 156% I would like to take this opportunity to let you know what an impertant part of the (Apple Sprangs) community you (Trinity) Distriet 1s and hope it

will contanue to be a vital part of ocur town

Letter* 1624 It 1s our understanding there i1s a possibility of turning the work center (Trinity RD} into a visitor information centexr only We sincerely hope thas
does NOT happen

Latter: 1750 As a citizen of Apple Springs I feel the PS 1s very aimportant to our community  We should not have to depend on somecne from Ratclaff to assist us

Response:
Office leocatlcon 18 not a FP decision, but a political one  Your letter was forwarded to the F3 for response

Latter: 638 It 18 a disgrace that our natiocnal government is so poorly run that we have to gtill deplete our nataonal resourxces
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FPYL.AN AND EIS COMMENTS
Comments by Issue and Response

Iague: 99-1 Mot 1in the Scope of the Plan

Readponge The NFMA of 1976 requires that the FS "provide for multiple use and sustainhed yield of the products and services obtained therxe frow 1h accordance

with the MUSYA of 1960, and in particular, include cocordination of outdoor recreation, range, timbex, watershed, wildlife and fish, and wildermess,
and determine for management systems, harvesting levels, and procedures " Timber sales are a "tool” used to protect, pexpetuate, and improve our NF
resources Trees atre harvested for wmany reasons to maintain ox improve the health of timber stands, to create, maintain or improve the health of
tamber stands, to create, maantain, or improve degarxable wildlife habatat, to prevent or control the infestation of insects, disease, windstorms, and
fire, and for other reasons For example, timber sales are used to improve the habatat of the RCW Using timber salees, tens of thousands of acres of
the habitat have been thinned to be more desirable and seme of the monies from the timber sales recelpts were used to further i1mprove the habitat by

controlling undesirable mid-story vegetation, by installing artificial cavities 1n trees, etc See app B for constraints used that engyre renewable
resources are avalilable in perpetuity

Letter: 1594 Look and read how many deserts are being made today by too rapid cutting and burning of forests all over the world

Responae. The NFT hae no control of the wanagement of forested land that 1s not within NFT boundaries

Letter+ 1776 I would suggest the FS use less expensive paper when prainting up these documents I do not see this quality of paper used in corporate America

Reaponas: The paper i1s purchased through &5A contiacts which are awarded to the lowest respondaing bidder for that fiscal year

Letter- 1310 It appeara that the PS haas done here what 1t doez with ita tamber program  Firet it decides how i1t wants to manage the timber and then 1t tries te
force everything else to fat ain a mold that melds with the tamber plan  Here the FS, with already too many roads decides to build more and then

tampers with the definitions i1n the ROE classes to make them fit in with the road building program  You can’t hohestly call recreaticn seml-praimitive
when you‘re only a guarter-mile away frow a road

Response- The Glossary hae been changed to clarify your concern, the true distance 1s 1/2 mile
Lettay: 1310 Probably i1t's impessible to provide primitive recreaticon any more on the THNF'es, but the FS should strive to provide opportunities ae close to that
definition as possible, rather than following i1ts present course of building more and more roads and continually degrading the recreation experiences
for remeteneas and eolitude This 1s inequitable and unfair Wwhy should one set of forast users be catered to exclusavely?

Ragponse: Each mgut area has a defined VOO & ROS objective, many which offer semi-pramative non-motoriZed recreation These objectives allow us to provide
recreaticnally a "full® spectrum on the NFGT

Letter 1648 USFS spending will need to show a direct benefit to the taxpayer Any commodity preduction, leases or grazing will have to be at market rates, show
no net loas of tax dollars, and not create unfair competation for local providers  How can local timber growers currently compete with the USFS? How
about a landowner who could lease grazing rights 1f it wasn’t so much cheaper in the national forest® Local governments are going to suffer during
these changes unless we move to a payment in lieu of taxes that does not depend on factors related to commeodity production of USFS actavity

Regponee: Comts & benefitp are fully documented for NFGT use, the actual estimates are part of FEIS App B The system of payment used by the NFGT 1s darected
through legislaticn, any change in payment method would have to be mandated

Letter. 604 I have teo pay forty dollars a year in order for my two four wheelers to be legal of forest trails No haker or camper, as far as I know, must meet
this requirement Included in the permit fees are yoad and bridge fees and we are not allowed to ride on either

Reaponse: That is a state regulation The state legislature passed laws requiring the use of all ORV's to be regulated on all public land
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T T, UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (")
o ‘i REGION & — [ 93
2
Sz 1445 ROSS AVENUE, SUITE 1200 2T
& DALLAS, TX 75202:2732  (ROUMENT_AND ENVERONMENTA! EEFECTR e b

WO 2
Pi¥ We found the affected environmel to be wall describad.

-’)
N .
Mr. Robert Joulin, flagional Forester fo{ - ¥ g Howaever, the acale of the maps provided with the DEIS to define
gouthern Reglon o the management arena and wach of the proposad alternativen mais
U.5. Forest Service Fene 14 it difficult to intarpret many of the festurss within the project

1720 Peachtrae Road NN, Ste. 861 oL area and the proposad improvesents. We auggest that afthar the
stisnta, GA 303879102 scale of the maps in the FEIA be adjusted to facilitate the

jdentification of natural and proposed features within the
pear Mr. Joalin: project area, or the current maps further refined and
additional relevant fsaturee be Tabuled.

In accordanocs with our responaibilitiss under @ection 309 of

the Clean Alr Act, the wationml Environsental Policy Aot (NEPA), mﬂ_ﬂﬁ_ﬁw

and the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for

Implemanting NEPA, the U.8. Environmental Protaction Agency {EPA) We recommend that s sumsarization of the control sctions and

Region 8 office i{n puilas, Texas has compluted its revieu at the atandards specified in the 1987 Southwrn pine Destle control EIB

uv.5. Forest gervices's Dreft Environzental Impact statsaent ba provided in the FEI8 for the benefit of readers. Wa found too

{DEIS} for ruvising the Land and Resource Hana t Plan for the much ewphasie in the PEIS on the incorporation by refarence to

Nattonal Fogu and ?mﬂ-nds in Texas {NFGT). -:ld!' NFav ;ﬁ:‘oa?.:‘?r::nmltm'l"msmrﬂtimoﬂﬂmmw(tm mwth-r:

con 14 angwl Davy gabi i o » » L1g
sists of the Ange’ TS crockstt, 995 Hougton Bine Petthout the benefit of discussing R ecinjons made a8 ©

National Forsats in sast Texas snd the Caddo and Lyndon B.
Johnaon Hatjona] Grassiands tn marth central Texos. Thers are result of thoes shvironmental enalysea.

approximately 837,000 Wational forest mcres in 32 countiss and MI!LW
38,100 scres of Nat{onal arpsslands in 3 counties.
In sddition to the No action altarnative, tha DEIS snalyzes timited discussicne on cunulstive 1|A|pnr:t-s for soms resources

tha oftects of eight td iternatives that proposa to addrss are scattered throughout the dooument . aumsary of all
a p - “m:?l :-- a bﬂu\:o of n:.mra‘l values .11-,; cimulative impacts Jieted by affected resourcas could he

timber production and market caqmodities; improvement of riparisn presanted separately for tha benefit of readers.
and wildlifo habitat, waintenance and jmprovament of threatensd
and endangered species habitat, smphasis on recrsation, spscial EPA _DELS RATING
areas, and urban forests, etc. - - i
EPA rates this proposed action/DEI8 as "LO, 4j.9., EPA has

£PA offers ths follawing comments for your considaration in “Lack of Objectiona.® Our classitication will be publiehed 1in

dovalopment of the Final Environmental Iwpact Statesent (FE38). the Fuodorsl according to our rasponsibility under
gection 308 of the Ciaman A{r Act, to jnform the pubtl 1o of our

PROPQSED ALTERHATIVE views on propoeed Fedaral actione.
The u.8. Faorest gervice (USF8) preferrad altsrmative We appraciate the opportunity to raviaw tha DEIS. we
(Alternative 4b) propras3 to ssphsails corridars betwesn red request that you sond our office twd (2) copies of the FEI8 at
- oockatied woodpecker (RCW) hahitst mansgesent sress. We conour the same time that it i® sent to the Office of Federal
with the usFe's determination that Altarnative 4b establicshes a Activitien, EPA, 401 M Strest 8.W., Washington, DC 20400.
fair balance in seating the sconomia neads of the various {orest
end grasaland users end Jocal counties, while providing for the sincerely yours,
protection of RCW and other natural valuss. In addition, this %c-un
altarnative supporte the atatad objsctives of the NFGT Revised %%
Eorest Plan.

P\. June N, Baginew

Regional Administrator

) Pusted on Recyokad Fapet
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{409) 468-3304 - FAX (409) 468-2489
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Car 7 December 8, 1994

College of Forestny
Office of the Dean

Forest Supervisor

National Forests and Grasslands
US Forest Service

701 North First Street

Lufkin, TX 75901

Dear Mr Newman

The purpose of my letter is to provide comments on the Forest Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Statement

1 have the following concerns about the preferred alternative 4(b)

1 1am concerned that such a large proportion of national forest
acreage 15 devoted to single species management (RCW) at a ttme
when more emphasis 15 being placed in biodivers:ity I believe that
1t 15 mevitable that the current, and soon to be revised, RCW
Management Guidelines will be repudiated as too restrictive and
limited 1n terms of habitat diversity The exception, I believe, will
be longleaf pine/bluestem ecosystems

2 The preferred Alternative 4b™will not provide for much early
successional habitat which is enibical for many of the neotropical
mugratary birds More should be done to address the habitat needs
of such species

3 Ecosystem management as described in the Draft EIS is, 1n many
respects, very labor intensive There will be increased needs for
various types of expertise and for a labor force to smplement the
management strategies It does not appear that funding levels wall
be sufficient to permut the US Forest Service to do all that will be
needed to mplement alternahive 4b
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December 8, 1994

Although I have concerns about the preferred alternative, 1 am aware of the
current pressures on the US Forest Service to manage public lands for RCW
and to 1mplement ecosystem management, I applaud your efforts to restore
longleaf pine ecosystems in the region

Sincerely,

R. Scott Beasley
Dean, College of Forestry
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2 Wte 7Y Comments on*
SraT Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource Management Plan, USDA
CURTIS TUNNELL 2L Forest Service, National Forests and Gragslands i Texas

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION

FD BOX 12178 AUSTIN TEXAS 78TIF 2274 (TELEPHDNE) 312 461 6094 (FAX) 312-461 6035 (RELAY TX) ) 800 735 2935 (TOD)

DEPARTMENT OF ANTIQUITIES PROTECTION

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource
Management Plan

GENERAL

November 28, 1994

Alan G Newman

Forest Supervisor

U § Department of Agnculture, Forest Service
Nahonal Forests in Texas

701 N st Steet

Lufkan, Texas 75901

Re Comments on the Draft Revised land and Resources Management Plan and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Management Resource

Management Plan
(S, F2)

Dear Mr Newman

‘Thank you for allowing us to review and comment on the above referenced documents Overall,
we believe that proposed plans for considening cultural resources should result in the protection
and enhancement of these resources  Our specific comments are enclosed

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Mr Bill Martin of our staff at 512/ 463-5867

Sincerely, Sincerely,
ﬁ/ N
/ﬁ'éé/’” Fiseth, Ph D Sihy K Perttula, Ph D
Deputy State Histonic Preservation Officer 1stant Director for Annquibes Review
} KPfwam
Enclosure

The State Agency for Historic Preservation

EIS-APPENDIX K
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Thus office believes that EIS Alternative 4b, the alternative prefemred by the Natonal Forests and
Grasslands 1 Texas, does not offer as much protection to areas with a high probability for
contamning historic propertics as do Alternatves 6 and 7.

SPECIFIC
Issue 1 Biodiversity

Alternatives 6 and 7 both greatly increase the width of the streamside and bottomland zones that are
kept free from tunber harvesting Although this management practice 1s primanly intended to
wcrease biodiversity, it also will serve to protect histonc properties, smce these zones have the
highest potential for contamung archeclogical sites

Issue 3 Special Management Arcas

Alternatrves 6 and 7 both have the greatest number of Special Management Areas where unpacts of
all kinds, mcluding those from recreation, are strictly controlled Agamn, by removing more areas
from potentral impacts, histonic properties will fare better than under other alternanves Under the
FS5/SHFO Hentage Management Plan, additronat historie management areas are proposed, which
we bebeve should be considered to enhance cultural resource protection on the forests

Issue 4 OQff-Road Vehicles (ORVs)

In our opuuon, Alternative 6, which prolubuts all ORV use, offers the best protection for cultural
resources  ORVs used in an off-rail settng dunng wet conditions can create senous ruts which
damage shallow archeological depostts  Altermanve 7, which elimunates open use of ORVs and
confines such use to a trail system may be a more realishc compromise, since people who own
ORVs are going to po somewhere to use them At least there 1s some degree of control of their use
under Alternative 7.

Issue 10. Recreation

Alternatives 6 and 7 will require an increase 1n the construction of horse tails  This work wall
require cultural resources surveys that follow the stipulations of the R§-PA, the MOU, and the
Herutage Management Plan

Issucs 14 and 15 Lands and Minerals

Alternative 6, which ehmunates leasing land for runeral exploraton, would prevent any unpacts to
cultural resources from o1l and gas exploration on Forest Service lands However, since the
overall umpacts to cultural resources on the National Forests and Grasslands in Texas has been
relatively munor 1n the past, ehrmpating such exploration may be unnecessary Altermative 7, which
simply decreases lands available for leasing may be a more reasonable alternattve
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Draft Revised Land and.Resource Management Plan ot g_g t";‘bli figtulrt private holdings to enhance the value of these special AMA ok
SPECIEIC from the cx:;g s:cgf";i;fggbﬂ: P‘“;‘:f;&l? 3}; md mineral l'?;hts to rot:cnt culnx;zlfg:m
and should be pursued. Will the. < tese standards could enhance culturg] resouree
p. 60. Cultural Resources. FW-041 through FW-046, which outline the cultural resource through the langi acqlﬁs'i(,}::, dg;m:?“\mmologls: be responsible for initiating these ac dons s
inventory and evaluation process, follow directly from consuitation regarding the IE&PA. the 195
MOU, and the Heritage Management Program. Overall, we concur with the wording, but believe P- 195, The plans to restore th ‘annin .
FW.045 should be clarified, Currently, it reads: Eines of the on-site diseussionchl;]?jk;c}:wecn !?cgg? :fxgo;gl’%s?rf rfla - omd state {aif along the
ovember 9.
FW-045 Conduct comprehensive cultural resource inventories on areas not surveyed as pars of PP. 196-197. The Attoyac Ba i i
site-specific analysis, :uff]:,l:g;ﬁ]: pj;m t},b B ;,og;c‘ mezgg;;:«;’;g g‘g’;‘;ﬂ;‘m& ?:ﬂg r?lr:::nc;::%gtiigati:al\lma'&hwc
S. AS thae Herita, al might
This statement is too broad and fails 1o reflect that thought has gone into the selection of aress that found aleng other drainageg: :J:"H;gmta[ﬁogm Proceeds, end additional clusters of siﬁs arc
will be surveyed. The stargment should note that these surveys will follow the compartent ranagement areas should be defired to protect them,
prioritization plan described in the Heritage Management Plan. This would clarify that only certain p- 214. Administrative Use Sites
areas considered to have a high potential for containing historic properties will be surveyed, glle- Ibﬂa-ZI states that an inventni;v of cultural resoureas will be teted
sturbing practices. This ; compieted prior to ground
p. 67, Lands. FW-082 permiits temporary group events on National Forest lands. Please note that resources in consultation “it&:eurjn:gtHsgBuJ% bcbfcwfcd ta hcruqc‘e_"?]“aﬂon of inver?troncd
alk activities by such graups should be limited to areas that do not cuntain significant cultural by inventorying the resources + wection K6 responsibilities cannot be completed simply
resources. The use of the' forest by the Rainbow People in 1592 led 1o damage as a result of ’
digging latrines on an imponant historic site. %1 237 (Table 1) Monitoring Questions.
© QUestions propused for monitoring implementation, effectiveness, and validation of the

FW-142 calls for ORY use to be limited o prevent damage to natural resources. We would wish to Heritage Management Plan are :

: ; ropriate, i ; N

include cultral resources. The final version of the Heritage Fl)‘?{ang gcmcgl:tl’raﬁusm1ﬁdomf Cr:}fyn;ggg:nglzr;gsﬁow afien?
pecit thi e,

P. 89, MA-1-52 calls for allowing ORV use both on and off permanently marked trajls, We
believe that OR Vs can damage archeological sites and urge the Forest Service to limit their use to

muarked trails.

p. 115. Recreation Management MA-3-74 calls for the development of shaoting facilitics on the
grasslands and limiting firearms use to such facilities except for shotguns and blackpowder amms
used for hunting. We urge the Forest Service to proceed with construction of such a facility on the

LBY National Grasstands, where recreational shooting in a gully has led to partial destruction of a
lime kiln site that we believe is ¢ligible for inclusion in the National Register of Histaric Places.

p- 151, Research Natural Aress. MA-8a-11 reads:

An inventory of cultural resources is needed only if sites are located and determined to be
significant to understanding the caltueal past,

This statement is pot consistent with the MOU and Heritage Management Plan, Under the terms of
the Heritage Management Plan, Research Natural Areas would be surveyed whenever they fail
within the compartments selected for intensive survey.

p. 191, Special Riparian and Wildlife Areas

MA-8¢-03 directs that historical and cultural characteristics be protected throngh boundary
definidon and signing, Studies have shown that signing achually increases vandalism of
archeological sites. We recommend that sites be recorded and protected, but rot marked with

sipns.

pp. 192-194, Archeological and Ristorical Arcas. Overall, the standards set forth for the protection
of cultural resources seen to adequate. However, for some standards, it is not clear who will be
taking the ead or when some of these actions are planned. For instance, MA-8-42 states that the

EIS-APPENDIX K
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Parks aND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT ANDREW SAHSOM

4200 Srith School fland » Austin, Texas 78744 © 512.369-4800 Exeeatrva Drector

December 14, 1994

Mr Afan G Newman

Forest Supervisor

Nauonal Forests and Grasstands in Texas
701 North First Street

Luflan, TX 75901

Dear Mr Newman

Thus letter responds to the Draft Revised Land and Resource Management Plan
for the National Forests & Grasslands in Texas and associated Draft
Environmental Impact Statement The Texas Parks and Wildlhife Department
appreciates the opportunity to review these documents It 1s evident that the U S

Forest Service has expended a Jarge atount of ume and effort in compling the
data and information contained in these documents and attached appendices A
wide array of resource 1ssues and management scenarios have been identified in
an attempt to develop and implement a2 management plan that will adequately
address resource nceds and satisfy public demand  This Department is
encouraged by the Forest Service's efforts toward principles of ecosystem
management in the current plan  The adopuon of a forest-wide vegetation
classification and your efforts to develop and refine the Ecological Classification
System (ECS) for the Natonal Forests m Texas are commendable Forest
management should provide for desired future conditions to mimuc habatats that
enhance overali ecosystem health Whatever management altemative 15 ultumately
selecied, this Department strongly encourages options which will allow flexibility
in management so that changes can be adopted as new mformation from the ECS
becomes available  Specific concerns and comments relative to development and
implementation of the Management Plan are attached

After much discussion with your staff concerning the designation of the Longleaf
Ridge as a "National Whldlife and Recreation Area," the follow.ng clanfication
of the Department’s position 1s offered This area should receive special
management consideration (o achieve the following goals [} mamtan the
existence of large core colonies of red-cockaded woodpeckers, 2) enhance the
integrity and quahty of the occurnng longieaf pme-hitle blue stem vegetation

EIS-APPENDIX K
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senes and associated wildhfe habitat components, 3) provide allowance for
proactive management praclices to include prescnbed fire, mechanical, and
chemical vegetation control; and 4) provide public recreational opportunities to
mclude hunting. When this Department proposed the designation as a "National
Wildlife and Recreation Area,” it was our understanding that these goals would
ot be assured unless such a designation was made If the plan can be amended
to assure these goals, then this Department would not object to whatever name
or management area designation 15 allocated for these purposes

1 want to extend our appreciation to the Service for promptly and gracrously
responding to our numerous requests for information and meetings for wiich
there have been many 'We would not have been able to develop this response
without this assistance

Sincerely,

dyen) (pesvte

ndrew Sansom
Executive Dyrector

AS.RGF dab

Altachments
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Attachment

Alternative 4b, the preferred plan by the U S, Forest Service (USFS) appears to possess
aunbutes that achieve a balance between the other currently existing altemnatives  The plan
optimizes management for the red-cockaded woodpecker by allocating approximately 50 percent
of the National Forests and Grasstands in Texas to this purpose  However, this alternative or
any other selected should mcotporate the following additional considerations

Prescribed Burmmg;

Because fire 1s/was such a dniving force to the southerm pine ecosystem, prescnibed fire should
be available as a management tool The USFS needs more fire management flexibility than
permitted in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for Vepetation Management 1
the Coastal Plain/Predmont published 1n January, 1989 New concepts concerning ecosystem
management have suorfaced simce this FEIS was wntten  For example, the Vegeiahon
Management FEIS should be amended to allow for greater scorch heights and mereased fire
frequencies, as well as more latitude 1n applying growing season burmns I fire 1s to be used as
a tool for effectively restonng and mantaining healthy fire chmax ecosystems, then they wll
have 1o be much hotter than fires of the past  For restoration purposes, it 15 useless to bum
unless the fire 15 hot enough td control living vegetation, rather than just reducing on-the-ground
fuels Perhaps there should be a system developed to measure the effectiveness of burns in
terms of the desired result, rather than the number of acres burned per year

Also, 1n order to manage and burn on an ecosystem scale, 1t will be important to consolidate
managentent units as much as possible  This concept should be taken mnto consideration when
teying to purchase or exchange land for (he Mational Forest

With decreasing budgets and personnel limutations, 1t seems unhkely that the USFS will be able
to accomphish the burning projected m this plan The proposed across-the-board burning cycle
15 not consistent with ecosystem managemenl There are some areas that need annual or
biannual burns, others probably every 5 years, others every 10 or 15 years, and some probably
never, Some of the hardwood areas can never be winter burned except in exceptionally dry
years, perhaps they should bu burned then By defining burming cycles by areas or systems, a
mere reasonable burning work load could be developed

The Department recommends that plowed fire lanes not be utilized unless thus 1s the only method
acceplable For example, fire should be allowed to burn mnto Streamside Management Zones
(SMZ's) ‘This approach will preduce a much more gradual transiion between habitat types, and
will not produce sharp ecotones

EIS-APPENDIX K
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anagement Indi s

Accomphshment of the momtoring projected in this plan does not appear practical given
anticipated budget and human resource Itmitations  If a practical way of momtoning the systems
cansol be found, then the indicators and momitoring proposals should be reduced 1o 2 reasonable
load that the USFS can accomplish. Perhaps a solution would be to establish a statement i the
Plan hmking the desired management indicators to each respective vegetative group The
vegetative group could then be momitored  If the vepetative group 15 providing high quality
habuat, then the management indicators should be healthy and thniving

Exotic_Species:

More clarification should be provided regarding "desirable exotic species * For example, feral
hogs should not be considered desirable  The animals are not part of the oniginal ecosystem and
are damaging the forest and grasslands 1 many areas. The Plan or EIS should discuss atl the
reasons why hogs are or can be a problem and support population control A statement should
include the idea that the s)mmigration of neighboring hogs will contmue to be problematic without
the understanding and help of adjacent landowners and managers The Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department has the opportututy to be a helpful mfluence in this matter  Problems with hogs
include, but are not imited to destruction of longleaf seedlings and other regenerating forest
plants, demage to endangered species m bogs, competitron with other wildhife for mast, possible
problems with the reproductive success of ground nesting birds, possible disease vectors, damage
to wildlife plantings, and damage to ground dwelling vertebrates such as salamanders or toads
(some of which are rare or endangeted)

The Plan states that grazing of hivestock will be protubited in Candidate Scenic Recreation River
Corndors, 1n Spectal Ripanan and Wildlife areas, and in Scenic areas Research Natural Areas
permit grazing of hivestock only as part of scientific investigations  Grazing of hvestock will
be discouraged tn wilderness areas  Are hogs classified as hivestock? They are of domestic
sources, they graze, and they root Rooting 1s often more damaging than grazing  Since they
may be defined as grazing livestock, how are they to be kept out of the restricted areas? They
are presently in these areas, or soon will be if their expansion continues

Forest Roads:

Under the current documentation, the mileage breakdown of temporary vs permanent roads and
new construction vs old 1s not clearly defined Without these figures, 1t 1s hard to determne
what the cumulative impacts will be For example, ORV trauls placed oo close (o a bog could
negatively impact the hydrology of the bog, while roads placed near RCW cluster sites could
negatively affect the success of nesting dunng the spnng  Furthermore, roads have a definite
negative impact on snake populations, as observed by the canebrake study conducted by the
Southern Forest Expeniment Station  Perhaps maps should be developed and made available for
our review 1o better assess the impacts of roads to be upgraded If this 15 not feasible, could
road maps be included 1n the project plans so that they can be evaludted on a case-by-case basis?
Where uneven age management 1s applied, measures should be taken to plan and minumize the
amount of entnies and number of roads nto uns
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The Departmen! encourages wetland creation or enhancement projects rather than developing
small ponds that are not maitained and have Iittle wildhife value

The validity of constructing one pond per management unit 15 neither conductve to ecosystem
management or lo enhancing wetland values Constructing ponds scattered throughout
compariments without an integrated plan for identifying existing wetlands and determining
creation, enhancement or restotation apportunities 15 a costly and unnecessary prachice  Winle
water 15 seldom, if ever, a limiting factor to native wildlife species in east Texas, loss of
functioning wetlands with lngh value has been sigmficant and considerations for this problem
should be a part of the averall land management plan

Streawside Manapement Zgnes:

Discussion in the Revised Land & Resource Management Plan and Draft EIS concerning
streamside management zones (SMZ's) s not clear in regard o implicatsons for protection of
botlomiand hardwood forests and npanan vegetation  As indicated by the Service, these zones
actually encompass the alluvial bottoms associated with 100 year floodplains m addition to
vegetation adjacent (o perennlal and intermittent streams  These are the areas identified by the
Department’s Texas Wetlands Plan and 1n many situations will exceed the Service’s mimimum
paramelers of 66 and 100 feet Additionally, transitonal zones between the floodplamn areas and
uplands serve to protect the integnty of travel comdors  Evaluation and selective incorporation
of these areas will also reduce effects of habitat fragmeniation, and protect the boltomland
corndors from disturbance

nags:

According to discussion during a meeting regarding the Plan on 16 November 1994, the Service
has proposed & management objective of 12 snags/acre o wncrease populations of some cavity
nesters

1s there a problem with cavity nesters that this density of snags will alleviate? Twelve snags per
acre equals about 18 feet of BA  Since snags have 3 maximum standing life of about 10 years
(usvally much [ess), how can trees be grown fast enough to replace failen snags and shil produce
trees for other uses?

Perhiaps there should be a statement about how scattered msect-kiled trees are salvaged and
therefore how scallered snags are managed The practice of late 1s to leave scatlered pine snags
Thus 1s proper except dunng strong southern pine beetle years Dunng the hot portions of the
southern pine beetle cycle, single infested trees should be removed But dunng the cooler
pastion of the beetle cycle, smgle infested . killed trees should be left standing  Can this be
incorporated as a guide?

EIS-APPENDIX K
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€id Growth;

Because of past and proposed management guides for red-cockaded woodpecker, boltomlands,
streamside management zones, wildemess, and the 1/4 mile wild and scenic niver corridor, many
{orest stands will be allowed to progress and increase toward old growth staius Development
of old growth forests should be optimized 1n the selected allemnative, while keeping the
management flexibility to address specific needs of individual stands  As correctly stated n the
summary, allowances for old growth will likely have adverse effects on commodity production
in the short term, but will increase long-term productvily, overall species nichness and viability
of less common plant and amimal species The importance of wncluding provisions for old
growth in forest management has been stated 1n previous correspondence by this Department
O!d growth or older growth 15 curtently adequately identified m the computer data base  As
older stands occur and are located duning field surveys, this data base should be updated The
plan should also wnclude provisions for updating the public on where old growih stands are
located without refernng to a data base  Additonally, the Plan should better reference the
100,000+ acres that will be coming into the old-growth category (or 1004 years)

Preferred Silvicultural Methods

Appendix J of the EIS 1dentifies three silviculiural systems for managing forests, the even-aged,
two-aged, and uneven-aped systems and their associated regeneration methods Each has been
shown to have benefits as well as hnutations relative to particular goals  Tlus Depariment
supports using whatever available sthyicultural methods best achieve the identified management
goals for each of the 11 mayor land allocations The U $ Forest Service 15 obligated to address
Tesource management 1ssues that will require management considerations ranging from broadly
based ecosystem and plant communily management to site specific treatment of specific stands,
and specific species  These management needs will require the potential use of all avalable
tools The degree of acceptability or usefulness of each of the threz methods wall be deternmned
on the precise delineation of the management goal and related objectives

Uneven-aged management has caught much attention because of its appearance and the notion
that 1t 15 more natural However, making it work in the presence of fire and hardwoods will
require untried modifications to the systern  There 1 concem that the public, wildhfe biologists,
and the USFS will not be satisfied vuth the results of such an attempt

Another limitation with uneven-aged management 1s the extreme difficulty of conducting
presenbed burmng while producing or mammiaiming regeneration 1t will be very difficult, 1f not
impossible to burn effectively and sull achieve adequate regeneration under an uneven aged
managemient regime  This should be taken 1nto account when preseribing regeneration culs to
management units  Perhaps irregular shelterwood would better achieve desired regeneration
while maintaining the ecosystem 1n the most natural manner. The red-cockaded woodpecker,
Bachman's sparrow, Lowsiana pine snake, Texas traling phlox, and many other T&E or rare
species have been directly impacted by fire suppression  The only way these species will be
recovered 1s through an effecve burming repme  Hertiides wil) control woody vegetation,
but will not restore the native grasses, forbs, and herbaceous vegetation that were once such an
mportant component of the Pineywoods ecosystem
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Improved Scedlings-
It 15 a good policy to have some genetically improved stands scattered throughout the forests,

depending on particular genetic selection goals This does not infer use of non-native species
The vigor of these stands may be greater than many of the degraded "natural stands” whose gene
bank came from a few trees along a fence or trees escaping the saw because of phenotypic
inferionty

Wilderness:

The Depattment recommends that prescribed fire be implemented in wilderness areas It 158 also
strongly recommended that the Regional Directive be amended to allow for southem pine beetle
control within these areas  Southem pine beetle impacts have been dramatic and detrimental to
both the wilderness areas any adjacent private lands

Regencration;
The pine regeneration figures for loblolly and shortleaf pine are too high A total of 300 to 400

well spaced seedlings should be enough to adequately regensrate most sites to a pine or pmne
donunated stand A density of 600 to 900 seedlings limits the production of herbaceous and
shrub vegetation that many wildlife species depend on  The Department recommends that the
previous purdelines contained 1n the FEIS for Vegetaion Management t Coastal Plamn/Predment
be amended to allow for a reduction in pine density

Miscellapeous Comments:

Draft Plan, page 124, MA-4-12  Mamtain existing plant communities ,

This should be clanfied  For example, if buming 15 conducted effectively m longleaf
management units, then the baygalls enclosed within wall shrink  Is this consistent with the
overall goal? Perhaps the standard should be stated as, "Restore and maintan existing plant
communities *

Draft Plan, page 91, Rotation Age and Dhameter Guidelines Table
The diameter [imits presented will not match the ages needed to attmn "old-growth * They also
make the use of fire essentially neffective =

Mineral_Recovery;

The forest wide standards for aesthetics should state that o1l and gas structures should be placed
n previously cleared or disturbed areas and as close (o roads as possible in order to minimize
impacts and fragmentation

Hentage Sites,

In appendix B, page 84 of the EIS, there should be explanation that the Plan will manage
mclusions such as the Heritage sites as separate from the entire compartment, and will treat them
accordingly
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0703 140
December &, 1934

Alan 5 Newman, Forest Supervisor
National Forests and
Grasslands in Texas
701 N 1st Street
Lufkin, Texas 75901

Re: Draft Ei5 - Land and Resource Management Plan

Dear Mr. Newman-

The subject document has been received and reviewed

Though 1t does not give

the exact Tocation of affected tracts or any detail on impacts on water, it
appears that all alternatives try to mnimize erosion or other disturbancas,
none would be worse than present conditions, and the leading ajternatives

would be simiiar

Sincerety,

f1chmRD M BROWAING™S,

Senior Manager

Planning & Environmenta)
Management Division

RMB/1s

PO Box GO

Arhingron Texas 76004
Meirg (B17) 467 4343
TeleFax (8171 468 0970

i
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United States Department of the Interior i ——
(5D ——
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE /FE[:,: o —
Big Thucket National Preserve = =
4785 Milam oL

IN REFLY
REFER I}

Beaumont Texas 77701
N16 (BITH)

becember 14, 1994

Alan G Newman

Foreat Superviscr

National Forests and Grasslands in Texas
701 North Farst Street

Lufkin, Texas 75901

- Alast
Dear Mr ggymhﬁﬂi

We appreciate the opportun:ity to comment upon the U.S. Forest
Service "Draft Land and Resource Management Plan" and "Draft
Environmental Impact Statement " The wealth of informaticn
summar:zed in the documents 1s a testament to the complex issues
the U 8 Forest Service faces in attempting to satisfy many
publaic démands upon the resources of the National Forests and
Graselands in Texas Overall, the preferred alternative
presented in the Plan represents an earnest attempt to antegrate
traditional multiple-use activities with other resource values of
the lands in your stewardahip in this regard, the Plan shows
promise for establishing ecosystem-based management The
comments of members of the resocurce management staff at Bag
Thicket Nataional Preserve are summarized helow

We realize that the preferred alternative would have short-term
impacts upon local eceonomies that are draven by forest product
industries and livestock production Howevex, the establishment
of desired future condations Tor the forests and rangelanda, and
the use of increasingly more creative approaches to achieve those
conditions would assure the long-term sustainability of natural
resources The Forest Service should make every available effort
to educate the public about desired future conditions in 2ty
implementation of the preferred alternative In addition,
attempts should be made to adentify and promote other
non-traditional, sustarnable economic usges

The implementation of the preferred alternatave would have
indirect beneficial impacts upen the natural resources within Big
Thicket National Preserve. The Plan proposes to more effectively
protect stream quality in the Upper Neches and Angelina River
Bagins by expanding the use of atreamside protection zones,
establishing recreational river corridors, and evaluakting streams
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenrc Rivers System.
While many impacts to stream gquality are ameliorated wrthin Lake
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Sam Rayburn and Lake Steaphagen, any measures to improve water
quality an the Neches River would benefit the aquatic and wetland
ecosystem components within the Neches River Corridor Unats of
Big Thicket National Preserve In addition, the implementation
of proposed forest management techniques to restore and protect
forest daiversity would have beneficial effects upon those
wi1ldlife species (ancluding endangered species) which mutually
uge resources within Forest Service and Park Service boundaries
as they migrate through East Texas

We are impressed by the emphasis on protecting biological
divergity The use of the Ecological Classification System, the
Management Indicators Table, and the identified Desared Future
Conditions appear to be a more effective syatem for
characterazaing the range of ecosystem components than have
previous systems The designation of Research Natural Areag and
Botanical Areas to protect unigque rescurces, and utailization of
regearch results to better understand the implications of
management practices upon the full complement of biclogical
components would enable managers to adapt management strategies
1f changes are needed We suapect, however, that some of the
areas proposed for inclusion in protected zones should be
enlarged in order to enhance their effectiveness and
sustainability over longer pericds of time

The proposed use of forest management practices tc restore
hardwocod componente and to enhance stand structural and age class
diversity would also help sustain the irreplaceable plant and
waldlife communities that are unique to East Texas  In additaion,
the implementaticn of other restraictions, including excluding
logging skids from certain areas, reducing the number of stream
croasings during logging operations, pretecting turkey roost
areas, and retaining snags and hardwood den trees would
contxrabute to these management objectives

While we understand the reasons that large portiona of the
National Forests are dedicated to managing for the endangered
red-cockaded woodpecker, we encourage the Forest Service to work
with the U 8 Fish and Wildlife Service to broaden 1ta objectives
to 1instead manage fox dwindling long leaf pine-little bluestem
upland forests The shift in emphasis to provide long-term
availab:lity and maintenance of this habitat type would not only
enhance the chances of survaval for the red-cockaded woodpecker,
but also for many other exceedingly rare plant and animal
species The proposed increase in use of prescribed fire, and
the shift to planning summer seascon burns are effective measures
to restore and maintain these habitats, as the National Park
Service hasg learned while managing for the same objectives at Big
Thicket National Preserve

We note that propesed changes in wanagement of off-road vehicles
would also enhance the protection of many plant and wildlife
species and stream qualaty Instead of designating areas for
unlimited off-road access, detrimental impacts to the flora,
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fauna, soils, and water gquality could be minimized by instea
estabilshing a system of trarls If necessary, additicnal routes
could be egtablished i1n adjacent areas

Overall, the draft Plan and preferred altermative represent an
attempt to derive comsensus from a conflicting array of needa and
desires of many publi¢ constituencies  The flexabality that 1s
built into the Plan 15 needed in order to allow changes in
management as the effects of current approaches are assessed
through planned research

I nk you for the opportunity to comment upon thg praft
Q?Z;n' Thzhgatlgnal Park Service would gladly ccoperate with the
U § Forest Service and other land management entities to develop
and implement multi-agency approaches devoted to specific issues
in sustainable eccsystem management if you or any member of
your staff wish to further discuss these comments, please contact
Ricky Maxey or Rick Strahan at {409) 839-2690

) /.

Ronald R. Switzer
Superintendent

Sincergly,

408/598 3863
Fax 409/598 3148
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Floyd A “Dock” Watsan

COUNTY JUDGE - SHELBY COUNTY Q':,. Augustine St, =

Cenlor, Taxas 75935

December 14, 1994

Ernie Smith, Area Ranger

National Forests and Grasslands in Texas
701 Morth Firrst Street

Lufkin, Texas 75904

Dear Mr. Smith:

I would like to endorse Alternative 2 of the Draft Environ-—
mental Impact Statement for the Revised Land and Resource
Management Plan dated September, 1994, ‘his 18 the best
plan for Shelby County of the other alternmatives available
I would hope that we would be more interested in regenera~
tion and reforestation than the habitats which would come
naturally with the right cover.

I think the management of National Forest Lands could be
managed bast by local or area needs rather than national
edicts. Most of these changes could be handled in a more
economical nanner than those required on a national level.

We support you in your efforts to improve the marketable
timber in Shelby and surrounding counties and if we can
be of further service, please feel free to call on us.

Sincerely,

County Judae
Shelby County

FAW.ph
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United States Department of the Interior 141
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY e e
offlee of Environmental Policy and Compliance oL

Poet Qffice Hox 649
Albuquerque, Hew Hexico 87103

ER 94/755

December 19, 1994

Robert Josln

Regronal Foraster, Southern Region
1720 Peachtree Road NW Suite 951
Atlanta, Georgia 30367-9102

Dear Mr Joshn

The U.S Department of the Intenior has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EiS} and the Rewvised Lant and Resource Management Plan for the National Fotests and
Grasslands in Texas The following comments are provided for your consideration i preparnng
the final document

GENERAL COMMENTS

National grassland management provides for water, forage, wildlife habitat, recreation, and
minerals The preferred alternative provides a mix of amenity and commodity output,
recogrizing urban users” needs and values Actwities include grazing, oil and gas dnlling and
production, cutdoor recreation, and native habitat restoration,

In all alternatives evaluated, grazing activity on the grasslands 15 expected to remain constant
or just below current levels, hawever, an increase in developed and dispersed recreational
opportumties 1s anticipated  We believe livestock grazing on the grasslands, as propased, fails
to account for species and habitat incompatibie wath continued pressure from domestic
lvestock For example, the woodland and battomiand compaonents on the Caddo and LBJ
National Grasslands are not as suitable for grazing as native grasslands and improved
pastures Itis estmated that half of the avian species recorded are dependent upen grasstand
habitat and half ara dependent on other habitat types, including water, nipanan areas,
woodlands, and bottomland hardwoods Deemphasizing hvestork grazing in these areas
should be considered

Alternatives 2 through 7 are consistent with the currently propesed US Forest Service
direction ta incerporate red-cockaded woodpecker (Picaides boreals) {RCW) managementinto
the indrvidual Forest Plans on the 11 Natonal forests in the Southern Regron with RCW
populations  Alternative 1, the no-action alternative, would continue to manage the National
forests in Texas under the court-ordered management plan for 1,200 meter zgnes for active
and mnactive RCW clusters Alternative 1 will not support the RCW in the long term, because
it only requires management of existing activie and inactive clusters and not adjacent habitat
or habitat between demographically isolated clusters  Alternative 1 also lacks adequate
regeneration methods for harvesting tmber which are expected to provide for a continual {low
of mature pine trees required by the RCW for nesting and roosting
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Woe support implementation of the preferred Alternative, 4b, asit ralates to RCW management
and establishmeant of RCW Habitat Management Areas (HMA's} ' This alternative provides
sufficient habitat to recover the RCW in the coastal plain of east Texas Estabhishmant and
management of the mature pina forest, prafacred by the RCW, are axpectad to pravide fabuac
for an additional 189 Federally-listad spocies {and several unlisted $pectes) dependent on the
mature pmne forest  Alternative 4b proposes to establish and manage the second largest
amount {71,268 acres) of the rare lonpleal-pine/ittle bluestom plant commumity  Thus
Alternativa includes provistons for identifying (through use of 8 biplogically sound ecological
classihication system) and managing ecosystems in the National forests of Texas

Alternative 4b also emphasizes developed recreational opportuntias, particularly off-road
vehicle (ORV) uses, and mineral leasing on greatar than half {398,500 of the 637,000 acres)
of the Nauonal forests in Texas This Alternativa proposes to buld 250 miles of ORV trals
on the Sam Houston and Angehna National Forests and will include a total of 355 miles on
the four National forests combined {more than any of tha other alternatives) The Sam
Houston National Forest currentiy supports recovery of the RCW population  Howdévar, the
impact to the RCW populatron on the National forests from development and use of such a
large number of ORV trails ts unknown and may negatively wnpact this species We
recommend a reduction in the number of ORV trails by at least hajf of the proposed amount,
and that a study of the impacts of OCRV use on the RCW be conducted

Todate the U.5 Forest Service has not determined tha cumulative impacts nf past, present,
and future o and gas exoloration and developments on the ACW, the rare plant communities,
parucufany the longleaf-pine/ittle blugstam community, and on the intenor forests in each of
tha National forests in Texas iIn order to be in compliance with the National Envirgnmental
Policy Act, 1t 1s recommended that these impacts be determined, particularly on the
Yellowpine Ranger District of the Sabine National Forest, which has undergona extensive od
and gas developments durmng the past 3 years, and the Angelina Nattonal Farest, for which
several ol wells are proposed in and adjacent to RCW and bald eagla (Hahaeetus
feucocephalus) habitat. The findings of the study can then be used to evaluate the extent of
future ol and gas activitias in the Natwnal forests Cumulative impacts can ba determined
by caleulating the amount of actas of pine, pine/hardwood, and bottomland hardwood stands
existing before and after ol and gas acteaties (from tmber stand data), and the acres
proposed to be harvested for oil and gas activities (information 13 included n the dralt EIS,
Appendix C) on Federal, State, and private lands adjacent to the National forests

The "desired future condition” (in approximate number of acres) fo; each plant community and
acosystem should be determinad i order to calculate the number of available acres for future
ol and yas activities  Alternative 4b, which specifies moderate 1o tagh commodity produchon
and fow recreation and wildiife management, places a higher prienty on minerat leasing in the
National forests in Taxas than ecosystems management This Alternative states that "two-
thirds of the forest would be set aside for the RCW" {338,637 acres) [t appears that the
praferred slternative would concentrate muneral leasing on the remainder of the forests
{398,500 acres, except in wildarness areasl] We are concerned that this management
strategy emphasizes mineral leasing to replace lost trmber revenue resulting from RCW
management The draft EIS (page 50, 1ssues 14 and 15} states that "the mneral activity with
the greatest potential impact to other resources and to the human environment is 0 the area
of oif and gas development.” Implamenting this strategy may lead to the same destination
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that past emphasis on tmber harvesting has, specifically, the further loss in the amount and
quality of the mature forest acosystem and its associated Federally-listed species. We beliove
thus strategy should be modified and evaluated in regard to the cumulative impacts from past,
presant, and proposed activities

To date, the National forests in Texas lack information regarding the location, status, and
halitat requirements of several Federally-hsted species Fragmentation of forest stands from
high ecommodity production |s more likely to nagatively impact the RCW, other Fedarally-listed
spacies, and the ntegnty of forest ecosystems than the projactad amount of forest loss
{although totat forast loss of plant communities has not been determmed) We rscommend
the National forests in Texas continua to focate wells and pipeline nght-of-ways in existing
openings and to focate thase faciities along major roadways The US Forest Service,
tustonically, has located wells further inte the forest to maintain the visual quality along
roadways Howaever, wa helieve it s more smportant to reduce {forest fragmentation than to
maintain visual quality

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1 _Brodivarsi Alternatives 4, 4a, and 4b propose to locata old
growth forests in wilderness areas, special areas, riparian areas, and the 1/4-pile zone around
RCW clusters RCW habitat should not be considerad old-growth habitat becausa, unike
wildernass and special areas, 1t recewves intensive hardwood midstory removal, Additionally,
if the U S Forest Service plans to tnanage ecosystems, itis important to establish contiguous
old-growth forests This may be accomplished by designating old- growth forest corndors
between ripanan, spacial areas, and wilderness areas It 1s recommended that the standard
for MA-1 and MA-2 ragarding old growth ba rewritten to allocate old-growth corndors through
RCW habitat management areas if necessary

Issue 10, Recreation, page 37 For the preferred alternatva "five additional recreation sites
are proposed on the forest " Many of the developed recreation sites are currently under
utihzed  In many areas camping loops or entire areas are closed due to nonuse  Additional
developed areas would sarvg ta dacrease the halktat for some wildfife specias: in ths regard,
we recommend that funds ﬁg utihzed to improve existing developed recreational areas mstead
of creating more

The no-action
approach provides approximately 38,000 acras for grazing on the Nauonal grassiands,
- management emphasis will continue at approximate current levels = Total Natonal
grassfand acreage 1s 38,100 with an estimated 3,800 acres m bottomland hardwoads, over
9,000 acres i prame-savanna woodlands, and more than 19,000 acres in praine grasslands
Proper ranga management with grazing as ong of many management tocls 1s important for the
restoration of native grassiond habitat beneficial to enderme and migratory wildhfe specres
Howaver, grazing in bottomland hardwood areas may degrade hahitat essenuat for Federal
trust species

|gsue 15, Lands, page 43 Issue 15 15 very genaral and could use a better discussion of the
U S Forest Service’s land acquisition goals 1t would also be helpful «f there were maps or
tables descrnibing the location of proposad land acquisiions
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Issup 2, Vegetation Mamipulation, nage 45. Alternative 4b preposas to “prescrbe burn™ more

acres of Natonal farest land than any of the other alternatives, We support this proposal
based on the fact that fire is a cntical component in fire-dependant ecosystems, Howavar,
1t is fecommended that no restriction be placed on the time interval for conducting prascrbed
burning hre, the 2 to § years specifiad in the draft EIS]  More frequent firas may be
nacessary to gonvert vegetational communities to the longleaf-pine/ittle bluestem commumity.

Issue_8. Community Stability, paqe 48 This saction makes the statement that "Grazing
receipts from permittees on the Caddo and LBJ Nawonal Grasslands 1s [aref greatest mn
Alternatves 1, 2, and 3 and lower in Alternatives 4 through 7, however, this difference 1s
mimimal and may be offset by the increase in recreational oppartunities in Alternatives 4
through 7 " However, on page 36 under the Community Stabilty section, it states that
"Grazing  remains consistent to current levels on the Grasslands * Developed recreational
faciittes, shooting ranges, and spacial interest areas should decrease avaslable grazing
acreage

Affected Environmaent and Envirgnmantal Conseguences, page %2  It1s stated, " The effects
of alternatives are disclosed with the mitigating measures in place ™ In relation to fish and
wildlife impacts, the first step in mitigation involves avoidance  1fimpacts cannot be avoided,
they should be murimized to the extent possible and unavoidable impacts should be mitigated
to restore lost habitat values resulting from a project

Grassteand Grazing and Range Management, page 68 This section states, "The Cadde and
LBJ grassfands have a mix of bottomiand hardwoods (10 percent), prame-savanna woodfands
{25-35 percent), and prane grassiands {50-60 percent] " According 10 these figures, the
grasslands comprise approximately 3,800 acres of bottomiand hardwoods Livestock grazing
has the potential to degrada wiidhfa halntat in bottomland hardwood areas through the
removal of forbs, shrubs, and regenaration ot hardwoods

Grassland Grazing 3nd Range Management, page 69 Itis stated, "/t /s anticipated that most
acreage on the Grasslands would be available for permitted grazing i1 every alternative, with
the exception of special management areas and developed recreaton sites  Alotments with
arecreatronal emphasis would not profubit grazing: however, this emphasis could reduce some
use {season of use or wtensity of grazingl on the allotment on a site specific basis.” We
beheve that hvestock grazing in bottomland hardwood areas {approximately 3,800 acres)
should be hmited and evaluated in regard to compatibility with wildiide resources. Limted
grazing may have no immpact, however, exclusion aress should be developad, monitored, and
utihzed as a basis for future management decisions i bottomland hardwood areas

Game Speces, Affected Environment-Forests and Grasslands, page 892 The importance of
mecreasing the flow of water to the hishenies resource needs to be explanad, as well as
including information on seasonal flow regimes and how they will be impacted by the
proposed altermatives

Part ll{a}, Sod Productivity, pages 117-119, and Part iltb}. Sod Productivity, pages 165-166
The discussion that soil productivity s low in the National forests and grasslands in Texas 1s
misleading  Soils in these areas are naturally low in potassium and phosphorus, except in
bogs and some npanan areas This discussion leads the reader to beheva that forest
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managemant practices will not affect the soits in the National forests and grasslands in Texas
because they are already low n productivity In fact, tmber harvesting contmues to reduce
soil productivity because the nutnents which are tied up i the trees hava been removed,
thatefore, these trees can no longer contnbute to the feaf htter and subsequent detnitus build
up mn the soil and nutnents required by aquatic orgarisms  This section should be rawnitten
to reflect the corract perspective

1] Envirgnmental f the Afternativ This
saction states, *  vald existing nghts may overnde management objectives " to grant
land use authonzation permits A statement should be included here to clanty that
endangered species’ conceins may take precedance over granting somea of these land use
parmuts, an exampie may ba whan these authonzations involva a "take” of an endangered or
threatened species

Part 1) oty n 1 n f v ] n h.
Altarnatives {Road Develonment), paqes 128-130 This sectian of the drafr EIS does not
spacify what the actual denssty [per acre or per square mile) and location of roads are on the
MNational forests .n Texas The U S Forest Service in Texas has stated that they plan to map
these roads when therr Geographic tnformation System for this project 15 installed  The draft
£IS should stata that this activity 15 planned and that the snformation will be available to
Federal and State agencies and the private sector  The draft EIS dees notinclude all impacts
to the environment from road reconstruction and construction, only tnpacts ta soil and water
It 1s recommended that the EIS address the impacts of roads fragmented throughout the forest
gcosystems

The Physigal Envirgnment, P e 4 . Due to RCW concerns,
available ol and gas activitias ™ will have fewer acres avadable for surface eccupancy.”
These activities *  could sffect " RCW's dunng the nesting season and ".  may need
to be relocated to SP8 (southern pine beetle) spots or storm damage areas to avord damaging
additonal opemngs " In afl cases, the method which causes the {east amount of
environmental impacts shoyld be utdized Any action which may affect any Federally-istad
threatenad or endangered sﬂecnes should be avaided Otherwise, section 7 of the Endangerad
Species Act raquires formal gonsultation with the U.S Fish and Wildife Service (FWS)

Glossary, page 235 The defiwtion for fter stnp should include @ mimimum width of ralatively
undisturbad vegetation to be retained Tha sidwicultural forastwide standard (FW-171-23) in
the Draft Revised Land and Resourca Management Pian, chapter IV, page 79, states that ths
filter ™ strp’s width in feet is at least 30 plus 1 § times the percent slope " The defimtion
should be consistent with this standard

Appendix D, Winters Baygu, pagas 250-264 Alternative 4b does not include provisions to
tncrease the amount of wilderness acreage  Itis recommended that the U S Forest Service
consider adding Winters Bayou on the Sam Houston National Forest as 2 wildarness area
This area supponis the rare and dechning mature bottomland hardwood ecosystem in east
Texas We agree with the use of prescnbed fira in Winters Bayou and in existing wilderngss
areas, as specified i alternatives 2 through 5 Designation of some of the other proposed
wilderness areas it e , Longleaf Ridge and Jordan Creeks) would conflict with designauor and
management of proposed RCW HMA's

EIS-APPENDIX K
-244-

1307

befr®
Febor
RS
]

ndix E, Wild ant nig River; In order that inherent values may be protactad
and managed, we support designation of the two segments of the Neches River, wdentified in
the draft EIS. as a Natonal Widd and Sceric Rsver te be included in the National Wild and
Scenmic River System of Waterways

Appendix |, pages 1-15 The "desired future condition” regarding snags and dead and down
trees for each of the torest types listed in the Appendix, includes a statemant that ™ The high
temperature and huridity m east Texas and the recurrent fires prevent large build-ups of
snags or down matenal over farge areas " The lack of snags and dead and down matenal in
the National forests i Texas 15 pnmanty tha result of prasenbed burning programs which have
not included provisions to pratect this important forest component. Several hsted candidate
species [Rafinesque’s ig-eared bat, Plecotus rafinesquii, Southeastarn myots, Myotis
austronipanius, and the Louwsiana pine snake, Prtuophis melanoleucus ruthveniy end the U S,
Forest Service’'s secondary cavity nesting species, depend on snags and dead and down
matersal to meet their habitat requirements. Recent ongoing reseapch indicates that very faw
of these specias inhabit the National forests (and other Federal and State locations) in east
Texas We recommend increasing the current number of snags (0 to approximately 6/acre)
and dead and down matenal/acre unknown amount) 1n these National forests by requinng
pratection of these forest components in the prescribed burning program  Research
conducted by Evans and Connor (1979}, indicated that 2 snags/acre are requured to provide
suitable habutat for secondary cavily nesters in southern forests

DRAFT REVISED LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

neral Commen

Language in the standards and gpuidelines for Management Areas 1 and 2 need to be changed to
reflect changes that will be made i the final EIS for management of the red-cockaded
woodpecker (RCW) and 1ts habifat on National forests in the southem Regton
ifi i
3 m,_TIn ent (1P New techmques, using
behavigral chemicals, to control sauthern-pine beetle (SPB) iafestations are bewng studied and
have been successful SPB infestations have destroyed a significant number of RCW cavaty trees
in the National forests in Texas (154 cavity trees were lalled from 1990 to 1993). Use of these
techniques, which are currently awaung Environmental Protection Agency approval, should
reduce the number of cavity trees lost to SPB It 15 recommended that a forest-wide standard
and guideline be developed tn the Management Plan and i each of the management areas to
adopt these new techmiques after they are approved and an amendment 15 made in the EIS for
the suppression of the southem-pinte beetle in the Southern Region

! Evans, KE and Connor, RN. 1979 Snag management. Pages 214-225 mn
Management of Northcentral and Northeastern Forests for Neotropical Birds, compiled
by R.M. DeGraaf and K Evans  USDA Forest Service, GTR  NC-53
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A review of the current rwrch needs suggests that the science of coosystcms managemcnt 15
relatively new, local ecological classification types have not been completed for the National
forests in Texas, and there 5 a lack of knowledge regarding occurrence and habutat requirements
of Federally-listed species  Therefore, standards should be developed (for each management
area) which allow amendmems n species and habitat management as new information 1s obtaned
from species surveys and ecological clasufication wentification

Chapler IV, Desired Futupe Condition, page 44 While we agree that examples of natural
succession on forest and grassland ecosystems will be demonstrated through more areas that are
managed for special attmbytes, we are cancemed that these may become the only areas wathin
which ecosystems management will be implemented The concept of a forestwide ecosystems
management plan should be sincerely put into practice

r 1V, Desired Fujugg Condition, pape 45 Language in the draft EIS provides for
alowing development of o and gas wells along major travelways To reflect this in thus section

of the Management Plan, the statement regarding scenery along major travelways should be
revised to read, "Scenery along most of the major travelways, lake shores, and nver comdors
will develop and masntain a vanety of scenic qualities, including some areas wath an older-forest
character * It1s further recommended that a statement 1n MA, 1-62 and MA 2-62 be developed
to include that well sites ang assocrated facility Jocations may be placed in major roadways to
reduce forest fragmentation i

V, Managemen Y 2 We recommend adding the following phrase to
statement 3(k), " and when Federally-listed threatened andfor endangered species will
continue to be protected according to the Endangered Species Act * We also suggest changing
the statement 4(d) to read, "Provide gh quality pine and hardwood saw-timber and other forest
products *  Additionally, we question whether or not 1t will be feasible to supply a gonbinual
flow of tugh quality pie and hardwood products

MA-1, Standards and Guidelines, Silvicultural Management, page91. The diameter imts bsted
for scheduled regeneration cuittngs are mconsistent with those in the-dmfi EIS for the
management of the RCW and its habitat on National forests 1n the Southeri Region  Smaller
diameter hmts are acceplable 1f uneven-aged management is smplemented, however, larger
diameters are tequired when itregular shelterwood 15 used  Irregular shelterwood leaves older
trees with larger diameters and these trees produce hugher quahty seed sources Therefore, we
recommend the diameter hmits be increased to reflect those in the draft RCW EIS

MA-1, Standards and Guidehnes, Facilites, page 100 We recommend changing the statement

1n MA-2-16 to tnclude language for forest fragmentation, i e , "Restrictions may be implemented
1n response to resource programs, such as wildhfe, forest fragmentation, recreation, "
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-2 ideli . Currently, the RCW recovery population for
the coastal plan of east Texas has been identified by the U.S. Forest Service and the FWS as
the population on the Sam Houston National Forest, Ths populaton pnmanly nhabits the
loblolly and shortleaf pine/hardwood forests in thig National forest, The proposed Revised Land
and Resource Management Plan includes provisions to restore the longleaf-pine forest, which
is the preferred habitat of the RCW. In the event the RCW population expands in the longleaf-
pne forest (on the Angelina or Sabme Navonal Forests) and excesds that of the Sam Houston
population, the U.S. Forest Service may want to redesigoate the recovery populanon to these
forests The Sam Houston National Forest 15 proposed to be designated as an urban forest
because of 1ts close proximaty to Houston, Texas, The demand for recreation (especrally ORV
trails), which 15 expected to increase, may conflict with management and recovery of the RCW
on thus forest U is, therefore, recommended that a standard be included in MA-2 whch zllows
for reconpsideration of the location ot the RUW recovery population in east Texas

Chapter V, Table 2, page 241 Table 2 should be corrected to remove the dwarf salamander
from the hst for the "Longleaf-pine Woodlands & Savannas® and include the pileated
woodpecker (Dryocopus prleatus) n the "Bottomlands Streamsides” category Neotropical and
breeding buds 1dentified by the U § Forest Service in thewr proposed "Landbird Strategy” (The
Southern National Forest’s Migratory and Resident Landbird Conservation Strategy) shouid be
added to the management ndicator st  Proposed surveys for these species should provide
information for monitonng the health of the forest We support the “Landbird Strategy® in view
of the lack of data on the occurrence and habitat requirements of both neotropical and breeding
birds in east Texas THowever, we are concengd that imnlementation of this strategy (e,

avarlable time of the distnet buologists) may replace management of Federally-listed specte and
other ongoiwny .esearch projects wn these National forests

As a general cbservanon, forest management indicator species have hustoncally been used to
evaluate the health of forest ecosystems  If the U 5, Forest Service plans to tanage ecosystems,
it may be more effectve to continue to 1dentify and monstor the status of the "Desired Future
Condition” of ecosystems (1. , acres of forested hatutat restored, acres in each plant community)
in the National forests, rather than look at individual or even groups of species  We therefore
recommend using the Habitat Evaluation Procedures developed by the FWS for species which
have been 1dentified as management mdicators 1n the vanous plant communities

Appe =ndangered 2ned and Sen pecies, pages 1-6. This appendix contains
ome maccurate mformauon wh:ch should be corrected The mountzun plover (Charwinus
muranus) s5 2 Category | canaidate species which should be added to the st This species 15
an incidental visttor to north Texas which may occur on the grasslands dunng mmgration  The
correct Federal status of the Lowisiana black bear (Ursus amencanus luteolus) 1s threatened,
Appendix D hists this species as a Category 2 candidate species.  Additionally, the Amencan
burying beetle (Nicrophorus americanus) 1s hsted on page 4 of the Appendix  This spectes has
not been documented n Texas and should be deleted from this list
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SUMMARY COMMENTS

The U S Forest Service 15 commended on the development of an ecosystem approach for
managing the National forests and grassiands 1n Texas, as well as throughout the ¥nuted States,
Implementation of the preferred alternative and mncotporaton of the general and specific
cominents pronded herein should restore the mature forest ecosystems in the National forests
tn Texas

The hottomland hardwood areas which compnse approximately 10 percent of the total acreage
of the Natonal grasitands: should be evaluated as a spectal_managemeat atea  Livuting or
restnoting grazing ih these areas should be constdered  Praine restoration throngh the removal
of improved pasture and wnvader species, such as cedar and hackberry, and establishment of
native grasses are encouraged (nl and pas exploration and production, which permanently
impacts the least amount of grassland haintat, are deswred, with 1mpacts to streams, nparan
vegetation, and botlomlar}d hardwoods avoided  Developed and dispersed recreational
opportunities are importanp due to the proxumity of the Nattonal grasslands to the Dallas/Fort
Worth metropolitan area, but should not be emphasized over wildhfe habitat management
Habitat management, which provides requisites important for endemic and mugratory wildlife
species, should be given equal or greater consideration

Delineation of RCW Habitat Management Areas 15 expected to recover the Federally-listed RCW
an the coastal plain of east Texas, as well as provide habital for several Listed (and unlisted)
species The recent U S, Fotest Service directive to survey National forests for two Federally-
Listed candrdate spectes per year should provide us with much needed information for upgrading
or delisting these spectes  towever, a management standard needs to be developed to include
this new directive into the EIS and Revised Land and Resource Management Plan for the
National forests in Texas

The preferred alternative emphasizes developed recreational opportunities, particularly ORV use,
and mmeral leasing on greater than half of the National forests in Texas We recommend that
the number of proposed ORV trails mn the draft plan be reduced to avowd 1mpacts (o the RCW
recovery population on the Sam Houston Nattonal Forest Alternatively, the U S, Forest Service
may want to redesignate the RCW recovery population to a different National forest The
revised Land and Resource Management Plan includes provisions to restore the longleaf-pine
forest, which 1s the preferred habitat of the RCW. In the event the RCW population expands
into Angelina, Davy Crockett, and Sabine Natonal Forests, and exceeds that of the Sam
Houston population, the U S Forest Service may want to redesignate the recovery population
to one of these forests We are also concemed that the proposed altermative, which places a high
prionty on mneral leasing, may result m further loss i the amount and quality of the mature
forest ecosystem and 1ts assoclated Federally-listed species  Forest fragmentation from high
commodity production 1s more likely to negatively impact histed species than the projected
amount of forest loss in the draft EIS We believe this strategy should be modified and
evaluated in regard to the cumulative impacts from past, present, and proposed future activities

EIS-APPENDIX K
-246-

IR TR

1o ~f1e
FREVE
&L ot

10

We apprecrate the opportunity fo review these documents We trust these comments will be of
use during, final document development

Sincerely,

%‘ﬂ/&e‘d

Glenn B Sekavec
Regronal Environmental Officer



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
FORY WORTH DISTRICT GDRPS OF ENGINEERS
P O BOX 17300
FORT WORTH, TEXAS 76102-0300

REPLY TO
ATFENT:ON DF

January 6, 1995

Planming Division

Mr Alan G Newman, Forest Supervisor
National Forests & Grasslands in ‘Texas
701 N First Street

Luikn, Texas 7590%

Dear Mr Newman

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the U. S Forest Service’s proposed Revised Land
and Resource Management Plan, National Forests and Grasslands 1n Texas,
dated September, 1994 Ttus project has been assigned Project Number
199400676 Please includs thus number m future correspondence concerming
thus project

We have reviewed this Draft FIS relative to Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 Under
Section 404, the U S Army Corps of Engmneers (USACE) regulates the
discharge of dredged and fill matenmal mto waters of the Umited States,
mcluding wetlands  Waters of the Umted States include any part of the
surface waler tnibutary system, from large rivers to small strears, and any
lake, pond, or other waterbody on the trbutary system, as well as wetlands
‘Waters of the Unuted States can mclude man-made as well as natural areas
For example, abandoned construchion and mimng pits may be waters of the
United States

QOur responsibility under Section 10 1s to regulate any work i, or
affectng, navigable waters of the United States, The Sam Houston, Angelina,
and Sabine national forests border navigable waters of the Unuted States
Enclosed for your information 15 a kst of navigable waters of the United States
1n the Fort Worth Distnict  Any of the above discharges or work may require
Department of the Aty authortzation tn the form of a permit

Due to the general nature of the activities included i the proposed land
and rescurce management plan, we are unable to determune from the Draft EIS
whether Depantment of the Army authorrzation would be required However,
several types of activities discussed i the Draft EIS may require authorization

e )37
I Z-
/8 fou-TE

Feb&
ol

EIS-APPENDIX K
-247-

2-

if they occur mn waters of the United States, including wetlands  Examples of
ground-disturbing activities that may require authomzation where they occur 1n
waters of the Umied States include, but are not limited to, some tunber
hatvesting and related tumber management activities that are not part of an
established operation; construction of roads, trails, and recreational facilities,
construction of oil and gas exploration wells, access roads, and production
facibities, and excavation of sand, gravel, and rock

When a specific project that would require Department of the Army
authosization 15 proposed, please contact our office and provide us with the
detls of the proposed work,[ncluding the type and amount of matenial, if
any, to be discharged (both temporary and permanent discharges) into waters
of the United States, the location of any work or discharges, and appropmate
plan and cross-section views of the proposed work. We understand that 1n
many cascs the U S Forest Service would not be the party responsible for
obtaining Depariment of the Army authorzation  In these cases, we would
encourage you to inform those cormng to you for perrmits and/or information
that they may need to contact the USACE regarding authorization under
Section 404 and/or Sectron 10,

Thank you for your interest i our nation’s water resources  If you have
any questions concermng our regulatory program, please contact Mr David
Martmn the address above or telephone (817) 334-4625

Sincerely,

a1

Paul M Hathorn
Chief, Environmental Resources Branch



The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service is a diverse organization com-
mitted to equal opportunity in employment and program delivery. USDA prohibits discrimination
on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age, disability, political affiliation and
familial status. Persons believing they have been discriminated against should contact the Secre-

tary of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250, or call 202-720-7327
(voice), or 202-720-1127 (TDD).



